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Incidentally, your conference may want
to explore the question whether fairness
to politicians and fairness to the public are
necessarily one and the same. I may be prej-
udiced and, therefore, not a good judge. As
George Bernard Shaw has remarked: “The
love of falrplay is a spectator’'s virtue, not
a principal’s,” I can assure you, however,
that politicians, as a rule may object to hav-
ing their “rights” of answering broadcast
editorials depend on the discretion of broad-
casters.

Congressman Moss' bill constitutes an at-
tempt in setting up some ground rules in the
limited area of editorializing with regard to
political candidates. It would make appli-
cable the equal opportunity provisions of
section 315 of the Communications Act of
1934 to editorializing by broadcast licensees
for or against political candidates.

As was testified in the course of hearings
before our subcommittee there are some dif-
ficulties inherent in the approach proposed
by the bill. These difficulties, however, can
be corrected and our committee will have oc-
casion to consider the bill after the hearings
have been completed. Whether or not t.he
bill becomes law, however, Congressman M
ought to be congratulated on his eﬂorts to
place before the public a concrete proposal
designed to deal with one important aspect of
broadcast editorializing.

‘While it may be difficult to lay down hard
and fast rules with regard to broadcast edi-
torializing we must nevertheless strive to do
s80. The very fact that the Georgia Broad-
casters have called this conference seems
proof to me that you agree with that proposi-
tion. Discussion of the problems in this
area is wholesome and constitutes a valuable
and important aspect of our democratic
processes.

Let me attempt to make some observations
which I hope will focus attention on some
aspects of editorializing which I happen to
believe are of transcending importance.

Broadcast editorializing is but one aspect
of broadeast programing. Regulation of
broadcast programing is a most difficult and
elusive subject. This is true of regulation
by government as well as self-regulation by
industry through voluntary codes, etc.

Since all broadcasters require a govern-
ment license before they are permitted to
engage in broadcasting, there is a mnatural
tendency to base regulations—governmental
as well as private—on the fallacious assump-
tion that broadcasters are pretty uniform
when it comes to aspirations, interests, ca-
pacity, outlook, and other human traits.
This assumption is factually incorrect and as
supposition it is not in the public interest.

If there has been a regrettable tendency
towards uniformity among broadcasters, this
tendency ought to be counteracted to the
utmost, and especially by organizations
which purport to represent broadcasters.
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I wonder whether many persons would sug-
gest that newspapers are pretty uniform or
that magazines are, and that standards with
regard to their contents could be established
by establishing minimum standards for their
personnel or facilities,

Similarly, would it not be inappropriate
to attempt the establishment of standards
for broadecast programs, including broadcast
editorials, by establishing minimum stand-
ards with regard to personnel or facllities?

The NAB committee on editorializing
seeks to encourage editorializing as broad-
casters become—and I quo “‘properly
equipped to perform the editorial function
with the highest degree of professional skill
and integrity.” Chairman Henry stated be-
fore our subcommittee—and I quote: “We
have cautioned that the licensee should not
do so [namely, editorializing] if he is not
prepared to act fairly and to employ an ade-
quate staff as the foundation for meaningful
and intelligent editorialization.”

Are the NAB and FCC getting ready to es-
tablish minimum standards with respect to
staffing? I hope not. I doubt that mean-
ingful minimum standards in this respect
can be established for all broadcasters.

Please do not misunderstand me. I am not
trying to say that there are not and should
not be standards of procedure to be followed
by all broadcasters with regard to broadcast
editorializing in order to assure performance
in the public interest. But is exclusive or
primary focusing on the question of staffing
going to be helpful?

For example, I submit that a radio broad-
caster who operates an electronic juke box
and who does not give any time for the dis-
cussion of public issues either by political
candldates or by spokesmen for different
points of view on such issues, has not
equipped himself in any sense of the word to
editorialize on such issues or candidates even
if he should hire a qualified person to write
the editorials for him.

I submit that the right to editorialize must
be earned and this right should be properly
exercised only within the context of other
exposures of the issues or the candidates over
the facilitles of the station.

Purthermore, your conference may well de-
sire to discuss the application of the prin-
ciples underlying section 317 of the Com-
munications Act to broadcast editorializing—
the overt type of licensee editorializing as
well as other types of editorializing.

Section 317 provides substantially that all
matter broadcast by any radio station for
which any money or other valuable consid-
eration is directly or indirectly paid or
promised to the station by any person shall
at the time the matter is so broadcast be
announced as paid for or furnished by such
person.

The broad principle on which this statu-
tory provision is based is that the listeners
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or viewers have the right to expect that mat-
ters broadcast are broadcast because of the
independent editorial judgment of the broad-
cast licensee rather than because of some
consideration paid or promised to the li-
censee for broadcasting this matter. Lis-
tener and viewer reliance on the broadcaster's
editorial integrity is an important public
interest factor which is entitled to pro-
tection.

Of course, section 317 would be applicable
if a broadcaster were to broadcast an edito-
rial for which he receives compensation from
any other person. However, should not the
listeners and viewers also be apprised of the
fact, if such fact happens to be the case, that
a particular editorial was prepared by a
source not controlled by the licensee him-
self; such as, for example, an editorial service
to which the broadcaster happens to sub-
scribe? Or that the editorial was furnished
free of charge by some organization or an-
other?

The existence of editorial services is a well
known fact and many newspapers avail
themselves of these services. True enough,
no newspaper is required to disclose to its
readers the fact that some or most of its
editorials are derived from such a source.
Many newspapers, however, do s0 anyway.

I would like to leave with you, however,
the question whether the public interest does
not require such disclosure in the case of
radio and television broadcast editorials.

Our committee’s payola and ratings in-
vestigation have demonstrated the tremen-
dous power which organizations not licensed
by our Government, such as phonograph rec-
ords manufacturers and distributors, and
rating services have exercised over the pro-
grams broadcast by many licensees. If, un-
beknown to viewers and listeners, persons not
controlled by individual licensees, such as
editorial services were to achieve similar con-
trol over broadcast editorializing, the poten-
tial harm to the public could be infinitely
greater than it has been in these other situ-
ations.

Therefore, as the practice of editorializing
grows, in order to forestall any harm to the
public should we not require certain dis-
closures with regard to the sources of edito-
rials and, perhaps, other circumstances which
surround the origin of editorials?

Questions of how the public interest can
best be protected in the area of broadcast
editorializing are just beginning to be asked.
In no area of broadcast programing is the
public interest more difficult to protect. In
no area will protection be mneeded more as
the practice of editorializing assumes greater
prevalence.

I am glad that you are aware of the urgent
need to discuss these problems, and I hope
that I have left with you a little food for
thought for the impending dialog in this
important area.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
THURSDAY, AvcusT 1, 1963

The House met at 11 o’clock a.m.
The Chaplain, Rev.Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Joel 2: 21: Fear not, O land; be glad
and rejoice: for the Lord will do great
things.

God of all majesty and mercy, create
within us during this moment of prayer,
those longings and desires which Thou
dost delight to satisfy.

Grant that integrity of character, de-
votion to duty, and reverence for Thy
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law may be the cardinal virtues whereby
we are known among our fellow men.

May we listen in on the life of strug-
gling humanity with those noble atti-
tudes and feelings of sympathy and char-
ity, of kindness and good will.

Show us how we may encourage the
hearts and strengthen the hands of our
Members of Congress who are safe-
guarding the good name of our beloved
country and extending its influence as a
migh¢y power in establishing universal
peace.

Help us to lay hold of Thy divine pow-
er and gird us with that indomitable

faith which will enable us to meet our
adversaries fearlessly and valiantly.

Hear us in the name of our blessed
Lord. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT
MARINE AND FISHERIES

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, on behalf
of the gentleman from North Carolina
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[Mr. Bonner], I ask unanimous consent
that the Committee on Merchant Marine
and PFisheries may be permitted to sit
during general debate today.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

Mr. HALEY. Mr, Speaker, I object.

SUBCOMMITTEE NO. 5 OF THE COM-
MITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr., ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, on be-
half of the gentleman from New York
[Mr. CerLrEr], I ask unanimous consent
that Subcommittee No. 5 of the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary may be permitted
to sit during general debate today.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, I object.

CONDITIONS OF BUSINESS SHOWN
TO BE IMPROVING

Mr, VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to extend my remarks at
this point in the REcorb.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I was
pleased to note in the Wall Street Jour-
nal of today the report that the profits
of 496 firms in the second quarter of 1963
rose almost 16 percent from those of the
1962 period.

Quite obviously, the spurt in corporate
income is the proximate result of the ad-
ministration’s revision of the deprecia-
tion schedule last year coupled with the
action of Congress in authorizing the 7-
percent investment credit.

It is about time that the business com-
munity of America recognize the tremen-
dous effort that President Kennedy and
this administration has made to improve
the conditions of business. By the same
token, the business community should
recognize the great need for cooperation
in important administrative programs to
bring about full employment and meet
the problems of distressed areas and dis-
tressed people throughout the country.

DISTRICT OF COLUMEIA, ANNUAL
PAYMENT BY THE UNITED
STATES, INCREASE

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s desk the bill (H.R. 6177) Dis-
trict of Columbia, annual payment by the
United States, increase, with Senate
amendments thereto, disagree to the
Senate amendments, and request a con-
ference with the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

The Chair hears none and appoints
the following conferees: Messrs. WHITE-
NER, Dowpy, Hacan of Georgia, Broy-
HILL of Virginia, HarsHA, and HORTON.
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CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Washington makes a point of order that
a quorum is not present, and evidently
a gquorum is not present.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 109]
Bass Evins Nedzi
Battin Flynt O'Brien, TI1.
Berry Fulton, Tenn. Pllcher
Blatnlk Gathings Roberts, Ala
Brotzman Grant Robison
Broyhill, N.C. Grifin Shelley
Buckley Harsha Smith, Iowa
Celler Healey Staebler
Chelf Huddleston teed
Clark Johnson, Calif. Thornberry
Cramer Jones, Mo. Vi
Davis, Tenn. Eee ‘Whitener
Dent Macdonald Whitten
Dingell Miller, N.Y. Winstead

The SPEAKER. On this rolleall 387
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
t?:iedings under the call were dispensed

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND
FOREIGN COMMERCE

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce
may be permitted to sit during general
debate today.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ar-
kansas?

There was no objection.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CONSUMER
AFFAIRS

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcommit-
tee on Consumer Affairs of the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency may be al-
lowed to sit in executive session today
during the debate on this bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON MANPOWER

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcommit-
tee on Manpower of the Committee on
Education and Labor be permitted to sit
today during general debate on this bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

APPOINTMENT OF POSTMASTERS

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
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House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend my remarks.

‘The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman from
Oregon?

There was no objection.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. For some
time, Mr. Speaker, I have been concerned
with the way in which our postmasters
are appointed. This concern has been
prompted by a number of factors. The
postmaster holds a most responsible
position in every hamlet, town, and city;
it seems to me that the appointment and
the resulting work of the postmaster
should be free of any political influ-
ences—divorced from the patronage sys-

1, therefore, introduce legislation, Mr.
Speaker, which would provide for the
appointment by the Postmaster General
of postmasters at first-, second-, and
third-class post offices through com-
petitive civil service.

This legislation would properly place
the appointment of postmasters in the
selective civil service and away from
the political influences of the past, and
in addition would eliminate a burden-
some job, one that we are sure is all
too familiar to the Members of this
Congress. This bill would terminate the
influence of the so-called congressional
advisory system. We are asked to rec-
ommend applicants that we may not
even know, and in effect we disqualify
persons whose experience and qualifica-
tions are too often not even considered.
It seems to me that advancement and
appointment based on merit would also
raise the morale of personnel and result
in strengthening the postal service.

INTERSTATE SHIPMENT OF
EKREBIOZEN

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the Recorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Speaker, for at
least 13 years the substance Krebiozen
has been produced as an intended aid in
the treatment of cancer. Its value in
this treatment is and has been in dis-
pute: but the nontoxic nature of the
drug does not appear to be in dispute.
On July 24 I submitted House Resolu-
tion 573, to provide a fair, impartial,
and controlled test of the drug.

A recent incident in the dispute around
the merits of this drug has induced Dr.
Durovie, its proponent, to withdraw his
application for experimental status from
the Food and Drug Administration. The
automatic consequence of the termina-
tion of this status is that interstate ship-
ment of Krebiozen is thereafter illegal.

In the meantime many cancer patients
undergoing treatment by Krebiozen are
passionately convinced that their lives
are contingent on further procurement
of the drug. These people, whatever the
merits of the dispute, are taking the con-
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sequences of the change in status of the
drug, and are deeply upset at being de-
prived of it.

Therefore I am introducing a resolu-
tion which would allow the interim in-
terstate shipment of Krebiozen for the
treatment of any patient now being
treated with the drug, or for any patient
who is in the terminal stages of cancer,
until a fair and scientific test of Krebio-
zen has been carried out.

BAD LEGISLATION

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day the Senate had before it S. 1703, a
bill that would extend the bracero pro-
gram for 1 year. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin, Mr. PROXMIRE,
had some things to say about the bracero
program.

The bill, he noted, would be very bad
legislation. It would be bad for the Mex-
jcans, who are brought here as peons,
and separated from their families for
months. It would be bad for American
farm laborers, who are the most de-
pressed people in the country. They are
people who earned last year an average
of $900 per worker.

I have no doubt that the Senator will
have more to say about extending Public
Law T78.

AUTHORIZING APPROPRIATIONS
TO THE NATIONAL AERONAUTICS
AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION

Mr. DELANEY. Mr, Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules I call
up House Resolution 467 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
7500) to authorize appropriations to the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion for research and development, con-
struction of facilities, and administrative
operations; and for other purposes. After
general debate, which shall be confined to the
bill and shall continue not to exceed five
hours, to be equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Science and As-
tronautics, the bill shall be read for amend-
ment under the five-minute rule. At the
conclusion of the consideration of the bill
for amendment, the Committee shall rise
and report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and
the previous question shall be considered
as ordered on the bill and amendments
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except one motion to recommit.

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 minutes to the gentlewoman from
New York [Mrs. St. GeorGe] ; and pend-
ing that I yield myself such time as I may
consume.
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Mr. Speaker, this Resolution 467 pro-
vides for the consideration of H.R. 7500,
a bill to authorize appropriations to the
National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration for research and development,
construction of facilities, and adminis-
trative operations; and for other pur-
poses.

The resolution provides for an open
rule with 5 hours of general debate.

The purpose of H.R. 75600 is to author-
ize appropriations totaling $5,238,119,400
to the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration for the fiscal year 1964.
The money is allotted as follows:

Research and development, $4,037,-
575,000.

Construction of facilities, $692,359,400.

Administrative operations, $508,-
185,000.

This means a total expenditure of
$5,238,119,400.

Sinece this bill came out of the com-
mittee unanimously and was unanimous-
1y approved by the Committee on Rules,
I urge the adoption of the rule.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Speaker, I
vield myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 467
makes in order the consideration of
H.R. 7500.

1 think that we have rarely had a bill
that is more important and probably less
understood than H.R. 7500. It is a bill
that cannot properly be understood by
any but a very advanced scientist. I
do not think we have any very advanced
seientists in the House of Representa-
tives.

It has been admitted by all those who
have testified on this bill that it is some-
thing that we have to take on faith. Mr.
Speaker, in the past we have had to take
many things on faith. I have no doubt
at all that when the first man invented
the wheel his neighbors all stood around
and said, “What a very foolish thing this
is, and what an awful lot of time he has
wasted.”

I know for a positive fact that when
the Wrights first flew their rather
miserable-looking little crate, because
that is all it was, and it is now down in
the Smithsonian, people said, “What a
foolish thing thatis. Why did these two
grown men waste all their time and their
friends’ money on it?”

We do not know today what is going
to come from the probe of outer space.
It may bring us untold blessings. On
the other hand, it may prove that it can
accomplish very little. People say, “Why
send a man to the moon?” There is
absolutely no guarantee we will send a
man to the moon. We are going to send
instruments. We are going to try to find
out. We are going to probe outer space.
I believe this is going to be useful.

Another thing I like about this bill and
that I commend to the House is that all
of this is going to be in the nature of
the advancement of science and also the
advancement of the peaceful uses there-
of. We do not talk very much in this
bill about defense or the warlike ad-
vantages to be gained therefrom. We
do not talk about keeping up with the
Russians, which to me is always a little
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bit like keeping up with the Joneses. We
even have considered that we may pool
some of our resources and scientific
knowledge with them.

The one thing we can understand
about this bill, and it has already been
alluded to, is the price tag, and it is very
high. We are asked in this bill for an
authorization to spend, to appropriate,
$5,238,119,400.

That is a great deal of money, but we
have authorized and appropriated a great
deal of money for other things without
50 much as a tremor. We have appro-
priated vast sums over the years for for-
eign aid so that at the present time, I be-
lieve, the grand total practically hits $100
billion. That money has been spent
abroad. Ifhas been spent in other coun-
tries. It has done a great deal of good
but it has been an outflow of money. I
would like to call your attention to the
fact that the money involved in this bill
will be spent in the United States, in
wages, in services, in buildings—right
here in our own country; and that only
2 percent of this vast amount will be
spent possibly abroad in the wvarious
tracking centfers that will be needed.

Mr. Speaker, I commend this legisla-
tion to the House and I trust that the rule
will be unanimously granted and that
after due deliberation—and I am thank-
ful that the Committee on Rules has
given all of 5 hours because even 25 hours
would not be enough to describe all that
is in this bill—the House will pass the bill
by a sizable vote.

There are two schools of thought, and
I realize that, and both have their vir-
tues. But I still think this is a great
measure and that in the generations to
come people may look back on this day
and say, ‘“They wrought well.”

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may require to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. TEAGUE].

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE TO USE EXHIBITS
AND MODELS ON THE FLOOR

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the com-
mittee may be permitted to use certain
models and exhibits on the floor this
afternoon to better present the informa-
tion that we will try to present to the
House.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
we are all aware of the growing wave of
questions, in Congress and out of Con-
gress, concerning the value of our pur-
suing the program to put a human be-
ing on the moon. Many Americans
wonder whether victory in the race for
the moon will be worth the $20 billion
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or so that the effort will cost. There
have been many instances in which
thoughtful men have wondered whether
this vast sum of money could not be
better spent on earth—on better housing,
food, education, welfare, roads, defense,
or what have you.

I think it can be fairly said that, all
during my career in the Congress, I have
never been extravagant with public
funds. There are many distinguished
Members of this body who have fought
hard and consistently against any and
all attempts to spend appropriations
foolishly. My record shows that during
the 17 years I have been in Congress, 1
have always been lined up with the anti-
spending bloc.

And yet, it is my firm and unshak-
able opinion that we must continue to
work and plan toward placing a man on
the moon. We must continue the race—
and we must win it.

The cost is secondary in this case.
Naturally, as chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Manned Space Flight I intend
to battle, as best I can, against any tend-
ency toward wastefulness in this pro-
gram. All the members of the Commit-
tee on Science and Astronautics are
equally determined to cut costs wherever
possible. But I feel very strongly that
we must spend every dollar that is needed
to achieve victory in space. We cannot
afford to lose.

I quite realize that there are some
highly respected persons—some of them
scientists—who oppose this venture and
claim that the results will not be worth
the effort.

I disagree entirely.

I do not favor the program because it
is a glamorous technological exercise, or
simply because it would flatter our vanity
to beat the Russians at the space game.
There would be no excuse whatsoever for
such a frivolous expenditure of the tax-
payers’ money.

No, Mr. Speaker, I am heartily and
completely in favor of this program be-
cause it is an essential part—but only
one part—of our entire space program.

Because the idea of putting human
beings on the moon is so glamorous, too
many people think of it as an entire pro-
gram in itself. This is wrong. Our goal
is to be first in every area of space re-
search, development, and exploration.
Our goal is to be the leader in space, just
as we have always been on land, in the
air, and on and under the sea.

As Vice President Lynoon B. JoHNSON
said in a recent speech:

Space 1s clearly the great breakthrough of
human knowledge—for centuries to come.
We do not know—and the Soviets do not
know—what the stars will tell us. We do
know that to default the exploration of the
universe of space would surely be as cata-
strophic In its consequences as If we had
defaulted exploration of the universe of the
atom. Our superiority in any sclentific fleld
will be brief and fading if we do not win and
hold competence in this new and decisive
realm of discovery.

As a Nation we have always ridden the
first waves of progress—in the field of in-

vention, in the field of Industry, in the
field of weaponry, in the field of nuclear
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power. Our past record of glorious
achievement in these flelds will be as
nothing if we do not continue the effort
in the realms of space.

There is an even more impressive rea-
son why we must be first in the field of
space. As President Kennedy has said:

Only if the United States occuples a posi-
tion of preeminence can we help decide
whether this new ocean of space will be a sea
of peace or a new, terrifying theater of war.

We are not exploring space for vain-
glorious reasons. We are seeking peace.
We want to make space an instrument
for the peaceful development of man-
kind. If we default on this, then space
can be seized and dominated by others
as an instrument of aggression.

Our whole future as a nation—and,
indeed, as a race—depends upon our
mastery of space. I do not think it is
necessary to dwell upon the bleak future
we would be handing to our progeny if
we permitted the Soviet Union to build
an Iron Curtain across the skies and
thus make space the means by which
she could inflict tyranny on the world.

The mastery of space will not be won
by any single achievement, no matter
how dramatic. It will be won by the
nation that first accumulates all the
scientific knowledge, all the technology,
all the experience and all the facilities
necessary for regular service.

But, why is the moon so important?

To me, the most important reason
for going to the moon is that our na-
tional security demands that no hostile
power will be able to use space as an un-
challenged avenue of aggression against
us. The world can be ruled from the
skies above. Both the Russian and the
American military leaders generally con-
cede this point. The nation who domi-
nates space will have the ability to domi-
nate the earth.

Frankly, if the defense of our Nation
did not depend upon our going to the
moon, I would not be quite as favorable
about this program as I am. But, in
view of this consideration, I say to those
who claim we cannot afford the expense
of the effort: “We must afford it. We
have no choice, no safe alternative. Our
future, our security, our freedom and the
freedom of our posterity all demand that
we make the sacrifices necessary to at-
tain this goal.”

The job that must be done on the
moon cannot be performed by machines,
or by robots. The most sophisticated
machines mankind has developed are
still limited by what man knows here on
earth. Machines cannot think. They
cannot make on-the-spot judgments.
They cannot select between alternatives
that have not been anticipated by their
creators. The ability to adapt to an un-
expected situation is essential to success-
ful exploration. This is a job for man.
It cannot be done by machinery.

There is a further reason why moon
exploration is so important to us. In
making the prodigious effort to put a
man on the moon we are going to have to
move forward dramatically in many im-
portant fields: science, engineering, in-
dustrial development, deslgn, mathe-
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matics, biology—the whole spectrum of
scientific and technological accomplish-
ment.

The program will provide an enormous
stimulus to our intellectual growth.
Right now, about 90 cents out of every
space dollar is being spent with private
industry. The byproducts of this pro-
gram will have a tremendous influence on
our daily lives.

We have many such byproducts with
us today. One that comes to mind is a
new kind of glass which the Corning
people have developed. The space pro-
gram demanded the development of a
glass that could stand the extremes of
heat and cold that are found in space.
Corning came up with the answer and
the same glass is proving invaluable in
thousands of American kitchens today.

This is just one example. The pro-
gram will be responsible for the produc-
tion of fantastic fabrics undreamed of
by the average layman today. Ordinary
fabrics when exposed to the conditions
of space, are inclined to disintegrate.
An entirely new fabrie, impervious to
space conditions must be found. It will
be found—and it will have many uses
on earth, as well.

The program will develop new fuels.
These fuels will eventually be used to
move traffic on earth more swiftly, more
economically and more effectively.

New metals and alloys will be devel-
oped. Some metals—in the virtual
vacuum we have in space—literally boil
away and evaporate. Others become as
brittle as glass. The metals and alloys
that emerge will be of great usefulness
to us on earth.

The same goes for plastics. Even our
most remarkable plastics today change
their molecular structure when exposed
to radiation and lose the properties that
make them useful on earth. American
industry must—and will—develop new
plastics that will serve mankind in his
own element as well as in the element of
space.

The list is virtually endless. Almost
every aspect of our daily life—from re-
frigerating and heafing systems to the
kind of shoes we wear and the kind of
cars we drive—will be basically affected
by our lunar exploration program.

Think for a moment what vast and
basic changes have been made in our
civilization just because a couple of me-
chanics named Orville and Wilbur
Wright decided to experiment with a
flying toy on the sands of Kitty Hawk.
The entire world was changed in a few
years. The effects of Iunar exploration
will make the effects of the flying ma-
chine seem minor by comparison. We
shall move forward a full century in a
few short years,

And, lastly, Mr. Speaker—lunar ex-
ploration is essential to our leadership in
the free world—in the so-called uncom-
mitted world—and eventually, in the en-
tire world. I am not referring to the
military aspect of this, I am referring to
the intellectual and moral leadership
which, after all, is the only kind of
leadership that is permanent.

Our structure in the eyes of the world
does not depend upon a few isolated,
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spectacular achievements., It depends
upon the resolution, patience, and skill
we devote to enduring purposes.

We have always been the dominant na-
tion in mechanical competence and ad-
venture. From the time of Benjamin
Franklin and his kite and Eli Whitney
and his cotton gin, we have been, in the
eyes of other people, the embodiment of
ingenuity and know-how. The rest of
the world has looked to us to supply these
virtues—and to combine them with a
morality and high ethical values all our
own.

‘We have not been as dominant in these
areas in recent years as we were in the
past. If we flunk the space test, our
prestige will dwindle away to nothing.

I have a feeling that the United States
was beginning to suffer from premature
middle age before the race for space
began. We had done so much—invented
80 much—produced so much—that we
were inclined to rest on our oars and
make do with what we already had.

We felt there were no more new fron-
tiers—no more challenges that were
really first class.

This feeling of complacency is fatal to
a nation devoted and dedicated, as we
are, to the free enterprise system. You
cannot stand still. If you try it, you
ﬁnagd yourself being carried swiftly back-
ward.

I sincerely believe that the space pro-
gram—and particularly the aspect of the
program involving lunar exploration—
has reawakened the spirit of adventure
and achievement in every segment of our
civilization. It has stirred the imagina-
tion of science and industry. It has
started the blood coursing a little more
fervently through the arteries of our
economy. It has started the pulse of our
industry to start beating like a drum.

From the stimulus of the space pro-
gram an entire new industrial revolution
will be born.

Nothing quite like this has happened to
us since the days of the pioneers. The
vast spirit of adventure—which has been
lying dormant among us in a period of
comparative softness and ease—has been
awakened like a sleeping giant.

It is just about time. We were in dan-
ger of abdicating our greatness. That
danger is passing.

The decisions we make on space—in-
cluding the placing of a man on the
moon—will determine the shape of our
world for many decades, perhaps for
many centuries, to come. The position
the United States will hold in the com-
munity of nations will in future years
be determined by the position we hold in
space,

The program is expensive. Nobody
denies that. But, Mr. Speaker, if we
decide to default in this program, that
decision will prove to be the most expen-
sive mistake mankind has ever made.
The cost of such a mistake would be
greater than we could possibly afford to
pay.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. Perry].
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Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, the gentle-
woman from New York expressed grati-
fication that the rule provides for 5 hours
of debate. I want to express my regret
that it does not provide at least 6 hours
because not only does this represent the
authorization of a vast sum of money,
but also the technicalities and the multi-
plicity of projects covered by the bhill
could well require more time.

So far as I am concerned, I have filed
separate views which are in the report
and I certainly hope my time will be suf-
ficient so that I will be permitted to make
my full statement.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Iowa [Mr. Grossl.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to speak out of the
regular order.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Iowa?

There was no objection.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
call attention to the warning by a dis-
tinguished admiral, Arleich Burke,
former Chief of Naval Operations, that
the TFX warplane contract investigation
discloses practices that could result in the
“destruction or political perversion” of
our entire military procurement system.

Admiral Burke’'s warning is pointed
directly at the decision of Secretary of
Defense McNamara in which he over-
ruled the Pentagon'’s source selection
board and awarded the $6.5 billion to $8
billion TFX contract to the General
Dynamics Corp.

Secretary McNamara has admitted he
had no independent cost studies avail-
able on the low bid by the Boeing Co.,
but instead used figures out of his head
and “rough judgment” to throw out the
Boeing bid, which was $100 million to
$415 million lower than General Dy-
namics. -

Admiral Burke expressed serious con-
cern over & memorandum prepared by
John H. Rubel, one of McNamara's top
aides, which proposes an end to recom-
mendations of the source selection
boards. Rubel’s memorandum proposes
that source selection boards be abolished.
Substituted would be a source evaluation
board which would make a report but

‘have no power to recommend.

Burke insisted that the TFX decision
and Rubel memorandum could promote
a pattern of arbitrary decisions under a
policy that is admittedly designed to
avoid the embarrassment of overruling
the recommendations of persons with ex-
pert knowledge and experience.

Admiral Burke said:

Such a pattern can destroy the integrity of
the source selection system. * * * Integrity
in military procurement is vital to the morale
of the military and civillan experts In the
Pentagon, and vital to the industries that do
business with the Pentagon.

The former Chief of Naval Operations
insisted that above all there must be a
conviction that arbitrary action will not
prevail and that political influence or
other improper influence cannot be suc-
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cessfully used to obtain multibillion-dol-
lar contracts.

Mr. Speaker, I insist as I did a few days
ago that in view of the evidence of con-
flict of interest that has been obtained by
the McClellan investigating committee,
President Kennedy ought to fire Secre-
tary of the Navy Korth for the position
he had taken in connection with the
TFX contract manipulations.

I predict, Mr. Speaker, that evidence
yet to come will tie the knot of conflict
of interest even tighter around Korth,
and that at least one other top official in
the Pentagon ought to be summarily
ousted.

I further predict, Mr. Speaker, that the
Kennedy administration will find it hes a
Dixon-Yates conflict-of-interest case on
its hands in econnection with the TFX
contract award.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. FuLTon].

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, we have here for debate the
science and astronautics authorization
bill for 1964 which has been studied very
thoroughly by our Science and Astronau-
tics Committee. The Committee on
Science and Astronautics has worked as
hard as any congressional committee on
which I have had the honor to serve,
under the leadership of our fine chair-
man, the gentleman from California
[Mr, MILLER].

Mr. Speaker, there have been many
compliments which have been paid to the
chairman of the committee and to the
work of the committee. We have heard
3,000 pages of testimony on these many
subjects, it has been a rewarding expe-
rience to have been on the team and to
come up here with the unanimous com-
mittee action report.

Mr. Speaker, the committee did not
take in full the recommendations the
present administration sent up to Con-
gress. We have visited the space instal-
lations all over the country. For myself,
I spent a week in California visiting
those various installations. And, of
course, I have been to Cape Canaveral,
Fla., Marshall Space Flight Center, Ala.,
Houston Manned Space Flight Center,
Houston, and various other places where
these projects and experiments are being
conducted. We have followed these
projects very closely. Therefore, our
committee members are very familiar
with the projects.

Mr. Speaker, if any Member should
need any specific information on what
is happening in the space programs, the
Member can check with us at the com-
mittee tables on the House floor, and ob-
tain such information,

Mr. Speaker, I have a tabulation,
should any Member like to see it which
shows the committee action in cutting
the bill and the provisions where the bill
has been cut. The administration re-
quest to the Congress at $5,712,-
000,000. We cut off $473,880,600. This
represents an 8.3-percent cut, leaving the
balance which we recommend to you
unanimously in the committee report of
$5,238,119,400.
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Summary of committee modifications by NASA organizational funciion

Program Requested Change Percent change Approved
MANNED SPACE FLIGHT
Research and devel Bk s §$2, 031, 800,000 | —$183, 700, 000 —8.83 | $2,748, 100, 000
Construetion of M?I’f:? 564, 538, 000 —T75, 422, 000 =13.4 489, 116, 000
Total. . 3,406, 338,000 | —269,122, 000 —7.4 | 3,237,216,000
AFPLICATIONS
Research and devel 119, 300, 000 -9, 926, 000 —8.3 109, 375, 000
Construction ;t“ feelitien: s o i il 4,103, 000 =170, 000 —4.1 3,933, 000
Y L e e L A 123, 403, 000 —10, 095, 000 —-8.2 113, 308, 000
SPACE SCIENCES
d devel t e 737, 900, 000 -89, 200, 000 -12.1 648, 700, 000
m& o T G e IR TR 25, 509, 000 -1, 731, 300 —30.3 17,777, 700
Total. ... 763, 409, 000 ~—06, 931, 300 -12.7 666, 477, T00
ADVANCED RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY
Research develo| e S e s e 331, 200, 000 —16, 500, 000 -5.0 314, 700, 000
th‘nuﬁ.g: of MJRE:n 78, 250, 000 —20, 817, 300 —26.6 57, 432, 700
Total. —ca 409, 450, 000 —37,817, 300 =01 872, 132, 700
TRACKING AND DATA ACQUISITION

Research and devel B e i A A 231, 500, 000 — 14, 800, 000 —6.4 216, 700, 000
Construction of facilitles. ..~ . __________ 117, 600: 000 —18, 500, 000 —-156.7 99, 100, 000
e it i st baliites 50,300,000 | 52, 115, 000 208 | 50188 000

Personnel costs 0] on of facllities ... | t - =9, 1
Advanced design 10,000,000 | -15, 000, 000 +150.0 25, 000, 000
Grand total 7 A 5,712,000,000 | 473, 880, 600 -8.3 5, 238, 119, 400

RECAPITULATION
Total h and develd t 4, 351,700,000 | —3814, 125, 000 -7.2 4,037, 575, 000
o6l construction of faetlities 800,000,000 [ —107, 640, 600 —13.5 | 092,350,400
Total personnel costs and operation of facilitles 1. 560, 300, 000 —52, 115, 000 —9.3 508, 185, 000
Grand total. 5,712, 000,000 | —473, B8O, 600 —8.3 b5, 288, 119, 400
1 Under commi “P 1 cost and operation of facilities” will be carried in the bill as “Ad-
ministrative operations.”

The committee has made a full report
in detail. The report, which contains
separate views, consists of 206 pages. We
have these reports available.

I have a sheet here which will be avail-
able at the desk, containing six pages and
showing the programs that have been
changed since the bill was acted on last
year in the House, and likewise we have
the previous figures as to what has been
done.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

We need and strongly recommend the
establishment of an Inspector General in
the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration. NASA’s many and varied
objectives have been characterized over
the past 5 years by ever-increasing com-
plexities and ramifications. The man-
agement problems that have arisen as a
result of expanding roles and missions
dictate the vital requirement for objec-
tive examination and evaluation of
NASA's programs and operations.

My bill, H.R. 7770, establishes the
Office of Inspector General in NASA and
specifies the duties of the Inspector Gen-
eral. It is as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That title II
of the National Aeronautics and Space Act
of 1958 1s amended by redesignating sections
205 and 206 as sections 206 and 207, respec-
tively, and by inserting after section 204 the
tollowing new section:

“INSPECTOR OF PROGRAMS AND OPERATIONS

“Sec. 2056. (a) There shall be in the Ad-
ministration an Inspector of Programs and
Operations (hereinafter in this section re-
ferred to as the ‘Inspector') who shall be
appointed by the Administrator (under
clause (A) of section 203(b)(2)) and who
shall be responsible directly to the Admin-
istrator and Deputy Administrator.

“(b) It shall be the duty of the Inspector
to conduct a continuing study and review of
the operations of the Administration, with
specific reference to its contractual relations
with private industry. In the discharge of
this duty the Inspector shall—

“(1) arrange for, direct, or conduct such
reviews, inspections, and audits of programs
being conducted or participated in by the
Administration as he considers necessary for
the purpose of ascertaining the eficiency and
economy of their administration, and of pro-
moting the expeditious attalnment of their
objectives;

“(2) maintain continuous observation and
review of programs with respect to which he
is discharging such duty to determine the
extent to which such programs are in com-
pliance with applicable laws and regulations;
make recommendations for the correction of
deficiencies in, or for improving the organi-
zation, plans, or procedures of, such pro-
grams; and evaluate the effectiveness of such
programs in attaining United States national
space policy objectives; and

“(3) review and evaluate all contractual
relations which the Administration has or
may enter into with private organizations
(profit and nonprofit), and require the coop-
eration of all such contracting organizations
therein.

“(c) The Inspector shall have authority to
suspend all or any part of any project, oper-
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ation, or program with respect to which he
has conducted or is conducting an inspec-
tion, audit, study, or review, provided he
has first given written notice thereof to the
Administrator and Deputy Administrator.
Any such suspension shall remain effective
until such project, operation, or program or
part thereof is ordered resumed by him or
by the Administrator or Deputy Administra-
tor.

“(d) In carrying out his functions under
this section, the Inspector shall use to the
fullest practicable extent the auditing, in-
vestigation, and inspection facilities of the
various departments and agencies of the Fed-
eral Government, including those of the
General Accounting Office and of the inspec-
tors general of the Armed Forces.”

It was deemed by the chairman that
such a matter should receive the atten-
tion of the committee and be the subject
of hearings. In expressing my views
here, I wish to emphasize that the im-
portance of such an office to the effi-
ciency of NASA operations and programs
cannot be underestimated. Other
agencies of the U.S. Government have
benefit of such offices. The Departments
of the Army, Navy, and Air Force have
by law Offices of Inspector General as
does the Department of State. The De-
partment of Agriculture has an Office of
Inspector General established by the
Secretary in January 1963. I consider it
of vital importance for NASA to have
such an office in view of the ever-in-
creasing complexities now existing with-
in the programs of NASA.

VENUS PROGRAM

The country should be gratified by the
impressive results achieved by the
Mariner IT program in the probing of
Venus, its atmosphere, and its surface.
I believe strongly that the Venus re-
search program should be continued to
include additional probes of the Venus
environment and the surrounding space.
The fact that we found surface tempera-
tures of 800° from 21,000 miles away
should not discourage us from further
exploration. The surface of the Earth
might also appear equally uninhabitable
from a similar distance. It is my opinion
that there is much more new scientific
information that can be obtained that
will be of vital importance to future in-
terplanetary explorations.

COMMITTEE STAFFING

The legislative oversight of this com-
mittee over NASA’s expanding missions
places a reguirement upon our commit-
tee for well-developed and continuous
channels of information on NASA’'s
operations. I therefore recommend and
urge that the committee employ five field
inspectors competent in such disciplines
as engineering, electronics, biology, and
so forth. Each of the five inspectors
should be assigned areas of examination
and inquiry and should be assigned on a
continuing basis to various NASA field
stations as the committee should direct.
This should result in the continuing flow
of information back to the committee
on the current status and efficiency of
NASA’s programs and operations. It
should also result in giving to the com-
mittee a greater capacity to evaluate fu-
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ture NASA budget presentations for
fiscal authorizations.
COMMITTEE MINORITY STAFFING

I strongly believe that three staff
members should be employed to take
care of the needs of the minority. There
is no question in my mind that the re-
quirements of the committee minority
demand the special attention of staff
members who can devote all their time to
such purposes.

Under the present arrangement, and
because of the burden of work that is be-
ing carried by the present staff, the mi-
nority feels that its needs could be more
adequately met. It is my view that a
minority staff could fill out the inade-
quacies presently being experienced by
the minority and therefore provide to
the Congress, in conjunction with the
present staff, a well-integrated team of
competence and ability. It will be thus
that the House can be benefited by well-
balanced views, conclusions, and recom-
mendations.

THE REPROGRAMING AND TRANSFER AUTHORITY
oF NASA

The budget requested for National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration is sub-
mitted by the President to Congress approxi-
mately 6 months prior to the beginning of
the fiscal year for which these funds are
requested. Between the time of the sub-
mission of the budget to Congress and when
the funds are actually appropriated, some
modifications normally are required between
the items for which funds were requested
and those for which they are then required.
On the fiscal year 1963 NASA budget re-
quest, for example, approximately 10 months
expired between its submission to Congress
and the enactment of the appropriation bill
on October 3, 1962,

This timelag, according to Dr. Seamans,
made some changes necessary in the budget
request as originally submitted. It resulted
from management decisions made during
that perlod and from NASA’s continuous
evaluation of the programs in the light of
mission successes, mission failures, new de-
velopments and breakthroughs, and unex-
pected developmental roadblocks. Likewise,
during the fiscal year itself, similar impacts
upon the programs may require additional
changes in program direction or effort.

Congress has recognized that due to the
“exploding technology” inherent in the na-
tional space effort, some changes are nec-
essary and provision has been made in the
annual authorization and appropriation acts
to provide this flexibility.

In a letter of April 11, 1962, to Chairman
GeORGE P. MiLLER, Dr. Hugh L. Dryden, Dep-
uty Administrator of NASA, stated concern-
ing this flexibility that: “It can be categori-
cally stated that America’s civillan peaceful
space program would be nowhere near its
present level of accomplishment if it were
not for the elasticity which the Congress
bullt inte its program in the emergency
reprograming provisions. They have been
invaluable tools in accelerating and syn-
chronizing the program."

The authority of the Administrator of
NASA to transfer funds, and the require-
ments he must meet when doing so, are set
forth in the two acts. A discussion of this
authority is contained in appendix D, The
fact that the Administrator presently has
certain authority to reprogram and transfer
funds, however, does not necessarily indicate
that this same authority will be granted in
future authorization acts. As the space
program progresses, the committee may find
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it nec to enlarge or curtall this au-
thority to meet changing conditions.

REPROGRAMING ACTIONS DURING FISCAL YEAR
1963

Below are the principal reprograming
actions made by NASA during fiscal year
1963 as outlined in the testimony of Dr.
Beamans,

For fiscal year 1963, the President pre-
sented a budget request to Congress for
$3,787.3 million made up of $2,968.3 million
for research, development, and operations,
and £819 million for construction of facili-
ties.

Congressional actions during the authori-
zation and appropriation proceedings re-
sulted in a decrease in the R.D. & O. request
of §70.4 million and in the CoF request of
$42.8 million, for an overall decrease of
$118.2 million.

After the above action by Congress, accord-
ing to Dr. Seamans, NASA transferred $38.8
million from the CoF program to R.D. & O.
in accordance with the bG-percent transfer
authority granted in the appropriation act.
NASA also applied $13.6 million from prior
year RD. & O. appropriations to current
R.D. & O. to arrive at the operating plan of
$2,850.3 million for R.D. & O, and §737.4
million for CoF, making a total operating
budget of $3,687.7 million.

Dr. Seamans stated that during the time
that elapsed between the preparation of the
fiscal year 1963 budget in December 1961 and
the final congressional action on the budget
request in September 1962, certain modifi-
cations of individual budget items became
necessary “as a consequence of dynamiec ac-
tivity in our programs.” The operating
plan arrived at was structured to meet cur-
rent program needs, and in view of the re-
ductions made by Congress, certaln repro-
graming of funds became necessary.

Fiscal year 1963 gross program status

[In millions of dollars]

Research | Con-
develop- | struetion
ment of Total
and op- | facilities
erations
President’s budget
request_: .. Il 2,008.3 819.0 3,787.3
—70.4 —42.8 —113.2
Appropriation....| 2,807.9 770, 2 3,674.1
+52.4| —38.8 +13.6
Operating plan___| 2,050.3 737. 4 8,687.7

For new R. & D. projects which were not
described In the fiscal year 1963 budget sub-
mission, $167 million was added. This in-
cluded $103 million in the area of manned
space flight for such items as the Saturn
I-B, systems engineering, integration and
checkout, and the operational implementa-
tion of an integrated mission control center
for Gemini and Apollo. In the area of
applications, $3 million was added to accel-
erate the transfer of acquired technology to
industry, and secondly, to look at potential
satellite applications other than communica-
tions and meteorology, as for example, data
gathering. In space sclences, $49 million was
added for several planetary and interplane-
tary flight projects, and for increased launch
vehicle development support. In advanced
research and technology, $12 million was
added for a number of small technological
flight projects.

In addition to the deletion or addition of
whole R. & D. projects, the rest of NASA's
R, & D. underwent a number of
detailed changes which resulted in a gross
addition of $17.4 million to the amounts re-
quested last year in the budget.
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In the operation of installations, it was
necessary to increase the number of personnel
at the centers for a net cost Increase of $6
million beyond the budget figure.

CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITIES SUMMARY

The President's budget request of $819
million for CoP was reduced by Congress to
87762 million. Of this amount, NASA
transferred 5 percent, or $38.8 million, to
RD. & O. leaving an operating plan of
$7374 million. The major reprograming
actions in CoF are shown below:

Construction of facilities

Project deletions. . - - oo caooo. $105.1
Nova facllities. - oo 76.9
Location changed. oo 13.0
Miscellaneous. « c e e e e 15.2

Froject reductions. . ooodaaaaa_ = 47. 4

Nuclear rocket development sta-
tlon.... % 23.0
24.4

Miscellaneous (Ret) o e e ccccccaem 4.
Project additione: o« o _oono o o a 103.7
Replacement facllities_ ___________ 28.3
Test and launch facilities_.-.____._.. 60.0
Utilities and access._ oo 8.1
Support facllitles________________ 7.2

The strength and security of this Na-
tion is not based only upon how well our
Armed Forces are equipped, or upon how
many men we have under arms, or upon
how many nuclear weapons we have in
our arsenal. Strength and security is
based upon our scientific knowledge, our
technological capabilities, and upon the
ability to translate in a superior and
timely manner that knowledge and capa-
bility through industry into reality. Our
space program, conducted as a peaceful
venture, contributes to that strength.

In our lunar exploration program: In-
volved in this is the gathering of scien-
tific information through unmanned
satellites that will eventually make pos-
sible the landing of Americans on the
moon and insuring their safe return.
The knowledge required to do this should
obviously be of great importance to our
military space planning. The area of
rendezvous in space, and the techniques
involved, is an example of the kind of
knowledge the Department of Defense
must have if it is to mount an effective
defense capability in space. If the Air
Force gains that knowledge through its
present association with NASA programs,
we have accomplished a double end. We
have through NASA contributed directly
to the defense of our country. And yet,
we will not have violated our basie article
of faith to explore space for peaceful
purposes.

If we consider ourselves as a member
of a community of free nations, then
anything positive we do to enhance that
union is to our benefit. Furthermore,
our acknowledged leadership of that
community is based very clearly upon
our technological and industrial su-
periority.

Therefore, when we send up a com-
munications satellite that brings direct
television broadcasts into the homes of
people in Europe and in the Americas all
at the same time, that is not a reaffirma-
tion of that leadership.
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CoMMITTEE ON SCIENCE AND ASTRONAUTICS
Recapitulation—Reprograming NASA construction of facility, fiscal year 1968

August 1

Location and project

Bouree and amount

Sec. 3, Public Law 87-741

R.D.&0.

Bec. 1(c), Public Law 87-741

4| Oct. 30,1962
5 | Nov. 51062

6 do.

7| Nov. 23,1062

8| Nov. 20,1962
9 | Nov. 28,1962
Dee. 18,1962

Dec. 26,1962
Dee. 31,1062

Jan. 10,1063

W |

Jan. 15,1063
Jan, 22,1963
Jan. 29,1963
Feb. 5,1963

B S0, [ St

Jan. 31,1963

Feb,
do

7,1063

Feb. 21,1963
do.

Mar., 6,1963

Apr.
Apr.
Apr.

13,1963
17,1963
18, 1063

2 BN BRRREBRE BEBS

22,1963
26, 1063

Apr.
Apr.

Apr. 30,1963

To wwld e tmilmes for testins 2d stage ad-

Saturn at
A Dom% i

vanced
(1 " Plant No. 16.
AF Plant No. 57
3 Ammo ﬁepot, Seal Beach,

Na
Ci

Access road construction at Langley. ...

For construction of 4 multi ?mrgose
house-type buildings at Goddard.

Bolid suborbital vehicle launch facility at
‘White Sands Missile Range.

R. & D, support of North American Apollo
contract at AF Plant No. 16, Downey,

Calif.
Additional facility for devalogment of
Apollo n system at White Sands

issile 6.

Additional funds for the 4 multipurpose

build at Goddard.

Btatic facility for S8aturn S-IV-B in sup-
ort of Douglas contract (m,isa‘zmn at
ouglas Sacramento, and 1,993,000 at

Douglas Santa Monica plan t).
For construction of ML-sion Control Center
?lse Manned Spacecraft Center, Houston,

X,
Participation in road construction at Nueclear
Rocket Development Station, Nevada.

To modify vertical test stand No. 3 for J-2
engine at Propulsion Field Laboratory,
Santa Susanna, Calif,

Modifications for Saturn 8-IC facility at
Michou

Advanced Saturn 2d stage (S-II) static test
facility at Mississippi Test Facility.

Modification of AF Nuclear Aerospace
Research Facility, Fort Worth, Tex.

Gonstmcuon of 2 railroad spur lines at

tion center, Florida (AMR).

Newog pmrers:d additional construction and

ernization to buildings at Plum Brook
Station, Ohio,

Construction of administrative and service
building at Government-owned contractor-
opemted B8-11 atag acility, U.8. Naval

munition De Beach, C

ﬁor construction o dcvc]apment englneerlng
annex, Lewis Center,

Partial construction costs for northwest
Australia tracking station, Carnarvon,

Australia.
Construction of meteorol radar [acility
. ionl.ueariné buﬁdm t
engl g &
Michoud plant New Orleans.
Construction of Advanced Saturn, stage
static test facilities at Misslsdppt Test

Site.

Modifieation of the E stand at Plum Brook
Station for testing Centaur with Atlas,

Modification to s po“er chamber tank
No. 1 at Lewis

Expansion to city. nI (,om waterplant for
water supply az Merritt Islnnd, Fla.

Construction of Baturn V gound support
equipment test facility at

Construction of electronies instrumentation
and materials laboratory at Mississippi

test site,

A(&E-llon tgaph:rslm building, University of

Additional funds for “Advanced facility
p)

Su 22,

2

lanning and design
lements letter No 16 dated Jan.
, re construction of administration
huildins at Naval Ammo Depot at Seal
Beach to reprogram $600,000 only and not

Addi iﬁl;t operations facility at
Jot Propule
Addition to ut.lll:y installations at Marshall

Center.

Forr servimB support building at Edwards Air

Construction of combined systems test stand

for Csmaur-..lthm-Surveyut at  General
ics plant No. 71 at San Diego.

§1.81 ﬂd&oﬁ{m; traction mm'”s"
ard, i.e., Applied Sci-

mwe I.nbmiory,'Dynamle Test

chambet and Traeklng and

$1, GIM,DOO lomtlon transfyemd from

$720,000 from advanced Saturn
development account.

$845,000, human factor systems

$21,000 from Dynamic Test Cham-
ber at Goddar

laun

$4,500,000 from radiation effects fa-
cility at Nuclear Rocket De-
velopment Station.

$615,000 from modifications to
Demta 3 stand at same site.

$6,617,000 from advaneed Saturn
1st stage static test facility.
$7,000,000 from construction and
support facilit pm\ﬂously au-
thorlzed for t
125,000 from Badistton Effects
Ln boratory, nuclear rocket de-
velopment

station.
,000 rmm Nova launch com-
plex projec

OODtrom “funds appropriated
for this site gy

Program.
$1,100,000, d flight network
¥ st P i
count.

Slﬂ 150,000 from advanueﬁ Baturn
unch vehicle projeci
$17 828000 from advnneed Saturn
fands.
5311]000 operational wehicle sap-
m? s
3318 oparatioml vehicle sup-
£1,100 &ormge Pp t-..

000, N launch
”'3:3]'6&. ova launch complex

$2,437,000 from Saturn V project_..

£4,417,500 Saturn V ..

$5672,000 from funds appropriated
for Sarveyor project.

$1,304,000 institutional sup-
port account.

$1,050,000 from F-1 engine program.

$6,754,350 from Centaur project ac-
count.

$71,774,050

$7,655,000.

$0,084,000.

$18,575,000

$47,226,508.

11 advanced
i kD & O funds, "

from Baturn C-V
ch vehicle account.
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If through our Tiros weather satel-
lites we can discover the spawning of
hurricanes and typhoons that threaten
the lives and property of millions of peo-
ple and if we can warn them of threat-
ening danger, of floods and locust
plagues, we have demonstrated our con-
cern for the welfare of man.

I believe that the money already au-
thorized for NASA, and this budget au-
thorization we are considering here, has
and will be returned to us many times
over in tangible as well as intangible
terms.

The space program has already shown
that it has injected into the national
economy great new stimulus. The funds
that have been appropriated have been
invested into our own community. They
can be realistically translated down
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increased material wealth that is pres-
ently affecting every aspect of our so-
ciety.

The national space program draws up-
on almost every scientific discipline. It
makes urgent demands for more knowl-
edge from science and technology. It
demands greater capabilities from in-
dustry.

The space program has confronted
our universities and colleges with the ne-
cessity of demanding higher scholastic
achievement through greatly improved
curriculums in order that graduates can
be useful to NASA, the Department of
Defense, to government, and to our so-
ciety as a whole.

Because of the unique requirement of
highly specialized talents, and products,
the space program has stimulated the
creation of thousands of new industries,
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can be utilized through other forms and
other applications by the general public.
[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal
Fiscal | year 1963
year 1963 | plan in
Presi- fiscal Net
dent’s | year 1964 | change
budget Presi-
dent's
budget
Personnel costs. ... 284,316 | 257,655 | 28,339
Operation of installa-
tions costs___ ... 103,667 | 177,251 | —16,416
Total, operations___| 427,083 | 434, 006 -+6, 923
Grand total, research
develo ment and
operation__.____.__. 2, 068, 278 |2, 950, 255 | —18,023

In respect to new programs there are
only $50 million worth of new programs
proposed by NASA. There are seven

through Government and industry into producing materials and devices which such projects. They are:
1062 1963 1064 1962 1963 1964
RANGE INSTRUMENTATION INTEENATIONAL SATELLITES
Advaneed instrumentation g o $3, 800, 000 || Scout h vehicl 2 $3, 000 000
Design, data, and 4,800, 000 || Total follow-on international satellites 4,000, 000
Safety instr tati 3, 450, 000
Launch support instr tati 3, 890, 000 ADVANCED VIRE
Range telemetry exp for MILA , 560, 000
Lo ) and support serviees .. iy 5, 600, 000
Total, range instrum 20, 000, 000 elocity 5 1, 200, 000
Launch 1, 700, 000
IONOSPHERE MONITORS
. o y 2,200,000 Total, advanced fire.. .. ol s 8, 500, 000
Exp ts ¥ == 500, SPACE VEHICLE RECOVERY
0 d operations. B :ﬁo’m
Test and support. - 150,000 || Flight vehicles and supportservices______| . _______ | oo 050, 000
Total, ft and support _____. 3, 000, 000 SECONDARY ENVIRONMENTAL EXPERI-
MENTS
GEODESY (ANNA)
Spacecraft 3, 400, 000 Experiments and support services._______|_. B0, 000
Launch vehicl 2, 800, 000 1, 750, 000
Total... 6, 200, 000
BT e T e e e s By S i e 0 3 P, $5, 000, Eln

New projects total only $50 million
worth out of $5.2 billion total recom-
mended by the committee. On May 23,
1962, which was a Wednesday, this House
voted on these current space programs
and authorized them unanimously. We
voted 342 to nothing to carry these proj-
ects on through a recorded vote. The
leadership of the House on both sides
voted for these programs.

Let me finish by saying that this is
not a crash program. This is a program

to meet efficiently the projects proposed
by President Eisenhower and President
Kennedy to have the United States
preeminent in space. Only one part of
that project or program of the Presi-
dent is the moon program. Many proj-
ects of science and research are such
that we cannot tell whether they are
military or civilian at the present time,
so that many of those projects have
military or civilian application yet to

[In thousands of dollars]

be determined. NASA has the respon-
sibility of science in all fields in Gov-
ernment. When you think that we have
Cuba 90 miles away you must also re-
member these space vehicles orbit at
17,500 miles an hour 89 to 500 miles
over our heads.

1 include herewith a comparative anal-
ysis of the fiscal year 1963 President's
budget with fiscal year 1963 operating
plan shown in fiscal year 1964 budget:

Fiscal year Fiscal year
Fiscal year | 1963 plan in Fiscal year | 1963 in
1963 Presi- | fiscal year | Net change 1963 Presi- Net change
dent’s budget| 1964 Presi- dent’s budget| 1964 Presi-
dent’s budget dent’s budget
Manned ft syst - - 781,284 708, 521 —72,763 || Advanced applimtlorls satellites_______.__ 0 800 -+800
Launch vehiele and propulsion systems. _ 795, 943 784, 057 —61, 886 || Industrial appli 25 0 2,370 -+2, 370
Aerosmea p 12T T 18, 000 7, 000 —11, 000
temuan and aheckout _________________ 0 38, 500 --88, 500 Subtotal, Office of the Administra-
g 0 26, 500 26, 500 tor. | 123, 200 104, 200 —19, 000
Subtotal, Office of Manned Space %pm hicle systems. ... . 45, 8BRS 45, 931 16
Flight. 1, 595, 227 1, 514, 578 —80, 649 lectronic s - 20, 300. , 606 <+306
Human factor systems______ 3,345 10, 060 -+6,7156
Geophysics and astronomy.____.____.._.. 151, 900 144, 500 -7, Nuclear-electric sy s 40, 500 43, 531 43,031
Lunar and planetary exploration......... 246, 300 221,179 —25,121 || Nuclear rockets. . ..o.ovooeeemnmnnaeaaaa- 82, 850 71, 826 —11,024
Biosci 7,003 21, 000 13,907 || Chemieal propulsion_____________________ 14,175 14, 460 +204
Launch vehicle development. ... ooeeen 64, 200 108, 000 +43,800 || Space power technol e 10,250 10, 859 000
Faeility, training and research grants_ ... 10, 000 30, 600 -+20,600 || Aer tics 4,906 18,078 13,173
Subtotal, Office of Space Bciences. - 479, 493 525,279 -+45, T8E Subto'glsnc.bdMM of Advanced Re- 229 210 285,450 HA2.0M
LT Ty — , 21 1
Meteorologieal satellites..._..__.......__. 44, 300 57,315 413,015 || Tracking and data &e}uisitiun Office of -
Communications satellites_ ... 900 43,715 —35,185 Tracking and Data u'on ________ 120, 165 135, 842 15, 877
Total, r h and d t 2, 540, 205 2, 515, 340 —24, 146
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These orbiting vehicles can, according
to a Russian general's statement last
year, carry nuclear weapons. Therefore,
we must quickly learn how to operate in
space, both for peacetime use of space
as well as for the military strategic ne-
cessity this country faces.

The Subcommittee on Manned Space
Flight began hearings on NASA's 1964
authorization on March 6, 1963, and con-
cluded on June 6, 1963. During this 3-
month period the subcommittee held 31
open hearings plus 12 executive sessions;
it took testimony from more than 100
witnesses. This included, in addition to
NASA witnesses, those from other Gov-
ernment departments such as the De-
fense Department and the Air Force,
from half a dozen industrial organiza-
tions, from the National Aeronautics and
Space Council, and from the astronauts
themselves.

At the same time, the subcommittee
traveled as a group for discussions with
those most conecerned with doing the
actual work on manned space flight
throughout the country. This meant
meeting with both industry and Govern-
ment people in the Los Angeles area, in
Sunnyvale, at Edwards Air Force Base,
at Cape Canaveral, at Daytona Beach,
and at Houston. In addition, individual
members of the subcommittee, both prior
to and during the course of our hearings,
spent similar time at NASA centers in-
volved in manned space flight, including
Huntsville, Michoud, and the Mississippi
test facility.

For the most part the Manned Space
Flight Subcommittee has approved
NASA's budget requests as being well
planned, the need for which is supported
by the evidence. In fact, all NASA wit-
nesses emphasized over and over with
unshakable conviction, that any cut in
their requests would slow or damage the
manned space flight program. Nonethe-
less, the subcommittee did find a number
of areas in which reductions in the budg-
et requests could and should be made.
In many instances these reductions
amount simply to deferrals, inasmuch as
NASA was not able to show that all
the money requested could be used with-
in the 1964 fiscal year time period.

The changes made by the subcommit-
tee in NASA's requests are as follows:

TOTAL REDUCTION

The total reduction amounts to $259,-
122,000. This amount represents 7.4
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percent of the total manned space flight
portion of the budget, not including costs
for personnel and operation of installa-
tions.

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

The total reduction in research and
development amounts to $183,700,000.
This is 6.3 percent of the research and
development budget for manned space
flight and is distributed as follows:

Project Apollo, $120 million: This is
the largest part of the reduction made in
research and development. While it is
a substantial reduction in terms of dol-
lars, it is in fact slightly less than a 10
percent cut in the $1.2 billion requested
by NASA for Project Apollo in 1964. The
Apollo figure does not include develop-
ment costs of the Saturn vehicles and
engines, for which another $1 billion is
being requested. This reduction was
agreed upon after investigation by the
subcommittee in California and interro-
gation of NASA witnesses showed that
the use of the amount in question could
not be wholly identified. This was par-
ticularly true in connection with the de-
velopment of the command and service
modules, for which $661 million had been
requested.

The M-~1 engine, $30 million: The M-1
engine is a 1l%-million-pound thrust
oxygen-hydrogen engine originally in-
tended to serve as an upper stage in the
Nova. There is now no specific mission
for the M-1 engine, but the advantages
of its higher specific impulse makes it a
potentially useful engine for some future
vehicle. The subcommittee felt that the
$45 million being requested for the M-1
was excessive in view of the very long
leadtime envisioned for this engine, plus
the fact that present concepts of this
type may be outmoded or in need of re-
vision by the 1970's when the M-1 would
become operational. At the same time,
the subcommittee did not wish to elimi-
nate completely development of the en-
gine. It, therefore, decided to recom-
mend that $15 million of the $45 million
be retained for continued study and de-
velopment.

Integration and checkout, $28 million:
NASA has requested $153 million for
1964 to be used for integration and
checkout of all systems connected with
Project Apollo. The major part of this
money is to be used to fund the GE
checkout contract. However, NASA
could not say specifically how much

Research, development, and operation
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would be required for GE. It estimates
a minimum of $100 million and a maxi-
mum of $125 million. The NASA testi-
mony on what would be done with the
balance of $28 million was also vague and
uncertain. The subcommittee, there-
fore, recommends the elimination of the
balance.

Aerospace medicine, $5.7 million:
NASA requested $16.7 million for bio-
medical engineering in connection with
its manned space flight program for 1964.
This is more than a 100 percent increase
of the funds allocated in 1963 for this
purpose. Subcommittee investigation
disclosed that the rate of progress re-
quired, together with the bioscience ca-
pability existing within other Govern-
ment agencies, primarily the Air Force
and the Navy, should make it possible to
find this project at the level of $11 mil-
lion instead of the total amount re-
quested.

CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITIES

NASA requested a total of $564,538,000
for construction of new manned space
flight facilities in its 1964 budget. Of
this amount, the subcommitiee recom-
mends reductions totaling $75.422.000.
The reduction is a 13.4-percent cut in
the total requested. However, more than
90 percent of this amount represents
either deferrals where the money can be
funded incrementally over several years
rather than 1, or the elimination of a
request for advanced design money
which NASA has already funded from
past budgets.

A detailed breakdown of the projects
reduced or eliminated is attached to this
report.

PERSONNEL AND INSTALLATIONS

While this subcommittee has not been
specifically charged with evaluation of
NASA's needs for personnel and for
operational costs, the subcommittee be-
lieves that it may be possible to reduce
some of these costs in appropriate pro-
portion to reductions made in research
and development and in construction of
facilities.

The subcommittee, therefore, wishes
to call to the attention of the proper sub-
committee that if recommendations
made here are adopted by the full com-
mittee, a 7.4-percent reduction will have
been made in the manned space flight
budget. It may be that adjustments
?.retin order which would recognize this

act.

Program Requested | Reduction Balanece Program Requested Reduoction Balance
Project Apollo (RDO 1-10) . _..___ §1, 207, 400, 000 $120, 000, 000 | $1, 087, 400,000 || Aerospace medicine (RDO 3-1)._._. $16, 700, 000 $5, 700, 000 $11, 000, 000
M-1 engine (RDO 2-22)....acec... | 45, 000, 000 30, 000, 000 16,000, 000 || Integration and checkout (RDO
4-1). i 153, 000, 000 28, 000, 000 125, 000, 000

Science is skilled curiosity. It func-
tions through imagination and training.

Science advances from knowns to
probabilities, to possibilities.

Secience rises on rare occasions with
intuitive foresight that permits rare in-
tellects to leapfrog the ascending steps
of the pyramid of scientific knowledge.

The United States must keep open the
path of science and development.

I therefore strongly urge the passage
of H.R. 7500.

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The gquestion is on
the resolution.

The question was taken, and the
Speaker announced the yeas appeared
to have it.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania, Mr,
Speaker, I object to the vote on the
ground that a quorum is not present,
and make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
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Members, and the Clerk will call the
roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 387, nays 1, not voting 44, as
follows:

[Roll No. 110]
YEAS—387
Abbitt Duncan King, N.Y.
Abele Dwyer Eirwan
Abernethy Edmondson Kluczynski
dair Edwards EKnox
Addabbo Elliott Kornegay
Albert Ellsworth Eunkel
Alger Everett Kyl
Anderson Fallon Laird
Andrews Farbstein Landrum
Ashbrook Fascell Langen
Ashley Feighan ord
Ashmore Findley Latta
Finnegan Leggett
Auchincloss o Lennon
Avery Fisher Lesinski
Ayres Flood Lindsay
Baker Fogarty Lipscomb
Baldwin Ford Lloyd
Baring Foreman Long, La
Forrester Long, Md
Bates Fountain McClory
Becker Frelinghuysen McCull
Beckworth Friedel MecDade
Beermann Fulton, Pa McDowell
Belcher Fulton, Tenn., McFall
o t, Fli g:?“a tu:Y
Bennett, Fla. lagher
Berry tz McMillan
Betts Gary MacGregor
Blatnik Gathings Madden
Boggs Glalmo Mahon
Boland Gibbons
Bolling Gilbert Marsh
Bolton, Gin Martin, Calif.
Frances P. Glenn Martin, Mass.
Bolton, Gonzalez Martin, Nebr
Oliver P Goodell Mathias
Matsunaga
Grabowski Matthews
Brademas Grant May
Bray Green, Oreg Meader
Brock Green, Pa Michel
Bromwell Griffiths Miller, Calif
Brooks Gross Milliken
Broomfield Grover Mills
Brown, Calif. Gubser
Brown, Ohio  Gurney Minshall
Broyhill, N.C. Hagan, Ga. Monagan
Broyhill, Va.  Hagen, Calif. Montoya
Haley oore
Burke Hall Moorhead
Burkhalter Halleck Morgan
Burleson Halpern
Burton Hanna Morrison
Byrne, Pa Hansen Morse
Byrnes, Harding Morton
Cameron Hardy Mosher
Cannon Harris Moss
Carey Harrison Multer
Casey Harsha Murphy, Il
Cederberg Harvey, Ind.  Murphy, N.Y.
1ler Harvey, Mich, Murray
Chamberlain Hawkins Natcher
Chelf Hays Nelsen
Chenoweth Healey
Clancy Hechler Norblad
Clark Hemphill O'Brien, N.Y,
Clausen, Henderson O'Hara, I1l.
Don H Herlong O’Eonski
Clawson, Del Hoeven Olsen, Mont
Cleveland Hoffman O'Neill
Cohelan Holifield Osmers
Collier Holland Ostertag
Conte Horan Passman
Horton Patman
Corbett Hosmer Patten
Corman Huddleston Pelly
Cunningham H Pepper
Curtin Hutchinson Perkins
Curtis Ichord Philbin
Daddario Jarman Pike
Dague Jennings Pilcher
Daniels Jensen Pillion
Davis, Ga. Joelson Pirnie
Dawson Johansen Poage
Delaney Johnson, Wis. Poff
Denton Jonas Pool
Derounian Jones, Ala, Powell
Derwinski Karsten Price
Devine h Pucinski
Dingell Eastenmeier Purcell
Dole Kelth Quie
Donohue Kelly Quillen
Keogh Rains
Dowdy Kilburn Randall
Downing Kilgore Reid, Il
Dulski King, Calif. Reid, N.Y
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Reifel Belden Tollefson
Reuss Senner Tuck
Rhodes, Ariz. Shelley Tupper
Rhodes, Pa Shipley Tuten
Rich Short Udall
Riehlman Shriver Ullman
Rivers, Alaska Sibal tt
Rivers, 8.C. Sickles Van Deerlin
Roberts, Ala, Sikes Vanik
Roberts, Tex. BSisk Van Pelt
Rodino Slack Waggonner
Rogers, Colo. Smith, Calif. Wallhauser
Rogers, Fla. Smith, Va Watson
Rogers, Tex. Snyder Weaver
Rooney Springer Weltner
Roosevelt Staebler Westland
Rosenthal Stafford Whalley
Rostenkowski Staggers Wharton
Roudebush Steed White
Roush Stephens Wickersham
Roybal Stinson Wid:
Rumsfeld Str Williams
Ryan, Mich Btubblefield Willis
Ryan, N.Y Sullivan ilson, Bob
St. George Taft ilson,
8t Germain Taylor Charles H
8t. Onge Teague, Calif. Wilson, Ind.
Saylor Teague, Tex. Wright
Bchadeberg Thomas Wydler
Schenck Thompson, La. Wyman
Schneebeli Thompson, N.J. Young
Schweiker Thompson, Tex. Younger
Bchwengel Thomson, Wis,
Secrest Toll
NAYS—1
Biler
NOT VOTING—44
Arends Fraser Robison
Barrett Gavin Bcott
Bass Gray Sheppard
Battin Grifiin Bkubltz
Bennett, Mich, Hébert Bmith, Towa
Brotzman Johnson, Calif. Talcott
Buckley Jones, Mo. Thornberry
Cahill Eee Trimble
Colmer Libonati Vinson
Cramer Macdonald Watts
Davis, Tenn Miller, N.Y. Whitener
Dent Nedzi Whitten
Diggs O'Brien, I11. w
Evins O'Hara, Mich. Zablocki
Flynt Olson, Minn.

So the resolution was agreed to.
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

of New York.

Trimble with Mr, Skubita.

Buckley with Mr, Cahill,

Barrett with Mr. Bennett of Michigan.
Bass with Mr. Cramer.

Dent with Mr. Gavin.

Evins with Mr. Talcott.

Gray with Mr. Robison.

Hébert with Mr. Brotzman.

Libonati with Mr. Battin.

Macdonald with Mr. Griffin.

Vinson with Mrs, Eee.

O'Brien of Illinois with Mr. Scott.
Davis of Tennessee with Mr. Olson of
Minnesota.

. Nedzi with Mr. Whitten.

. Colmer with Mr. Watts.

. Diggs with Mr. Zablockl.

. Thornberry with Mr. Flynt.

. Whitener with Mr. Smith of Iowa.

. Winstead with Mr, O'Hara of Michigan,

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
The doors were opened.
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr,
Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for
the consideration of the bill (H.R. 7500)
to authorize appropriations to the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration for research and development,
construction of facilities, and adminis-
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trative operations; and for other pur-
poses.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 7500.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as I
may use.

Mr. Chairman, the bill scheduled for
consideration today is H.R. 7500, the
NASA authorization bill for fiscal year
1964. The total amount recommended
by the committee in H.R. 7500 is $5,238,-
119,400. This is a reduction of $473,880,-
600 from the original request of $5.712
billion. In terms of percentages, the
committee’s action amounts to an 8.3
reduction.

Now, briefly, let me tell you the reduc-
tions in the main NASA programs. We
reduced manned space flight, $259,122,-
000; space sciences, $96,931,300; ad-
vanced research and technology, $37,-
317,300; applications, $10,095,000; track-
ing and data acquisition, $33,300,000;
and, finally, administrative operations,
$52,115,000.

At the outset, let me say that this bill
was reported from the committee by
unanimous vote.

Now we all recognize that this is a
large authorization. Because of this,
and the importance of the program from
a national viewpoint, this has received
the most careful and searching scrutiny.

Permit me to take a moment to ex-
plain how the committee proceeded with
its work on the bill. First, of the 31-
member committee, 3 subcommittees
were formed and assigned major por-
tions of the NASA budget. These sub-
committees held almost continuous hear-
ings on all phases of the budget for more
than 4 months and after that the full
committee held many hearings on the
recommendations of the subcommittees.
Seventy-nine witnesses appeared before
the subcommittees and of this number
many appeared on numerous occasions.
A total of 3,640 pages of testimony was
taken during the hearings on this bill.

I do not recount these matters for the
purpose of attempting to establish a rec-
ord for commitiee action in the number
of hearings, witnesses heard, or pages
of testimony taken but rather to impress
on you that the committee has taken its
responsibility most seriously.

This becomes immediately apparent
when you are privileged to witness Mem-
bers of Congress, with all of their press-
ing duties, sitting day after day, week
after week, for long hours with near per-
fect subcommittee attendance, going
over each of the programs and items
with a dedication to searching out the
facts so that the Science and Astronau-
tics Committee—as your representa-
tives—could bring to you this most
thoroughly studied legislative measure.

I have already mentioned that the
committee recommends a total reduc-
tion of $473,880,600. This figure does
not comprise across-the-board -cuts.
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When the committee believed that re-
ductions should be made, it was done
only after the greatest study and
deliberation.

We tried, in all cases, to cut fat and
not musele and every effort was made to
be certain that reductions or deferrals
would not slow down the overall space
program.

We deliberately searched for areas
where we believed the requests could not
be funded in fiscal year 1964, and when
found, we deferred them.

The reductions and deferrals recom-
mended by the committee are, in our
estimation, completely justified. But
by the same token, I want to emphasize
that I believe we have gone as far in
reducing NASA’s budgetary requests as
we safely can. Any across-the-board
cuts of the committee’s recommenda-
tions, any indiscriminate actions or econ-
omy moves to cut more and more mere-
ly because this is a large budget request
would, in my opinion, not only be un-
wise but foolhardy.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I am certainly
one who does not need to be reminded
of the tremendous cost of the space pro-
gram, After all, I live with this sub-
ject on a daily basis and I will repeat
what I said on the floor last year when
the 1963 authorization request was being
considered. This request is only a part
of the overall 10-year program designed
to eventually land men on the moon
and accomplish their safe return to
earth. But the decision has been made
on behalf of the Nation to accomplish
this within the decade and if we are
to be successful in the program, we must
be prepared to pay the price. That deci-
sion was reemphasized by this House
last year when it authorized approxi-
mately $3.7 billion for NASA by unani-
mous vote.

But we must not overlook the other
areas covered by this bill. This is not
just a lunar program, but one that will
give tangible benefits to all mankind.
Satellites for communication, weather,
navigation for scientific experiments are
covered by the funds requested in this
bill,

We must also recognize the signifi-
cance and impact the space program fis
having and will continue to have on our
domestic program. Consider, if you
will, the economic and technological de-
velopments, the advances in science,
knowledge, and the effect on education.
All of these are direct fallouts from our
space programs.

In addition, I want to make it crystal
clear that we have not overlooked our
national security programs. Actually,
we have little choice but to explore space.
We must conquer it fo insure our own
national defense, for I am ecertain that
as sure as I stand in the well of this
House, there is not a Member of this
body who would not agree that if we do
not pursue a vigorous and caleulated and
successful space program, other nations
will do so. And if we allow a potential
enemy to control space because of our
inability or our reluctance to get on with
the job, it will bring down on our citizens
the most serious national defense conse-
quences.
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I recognize there are some who feel
that more emphasis should be placed on
military space programs but NASA's
charter—the National Aeronautics and
Space Act—provides that NASA will pro-
ceed with the exploration of space for
peaceful purposes and there can be no
question of the tremendous value to the
military of NASA’s peaceful space oper-
ations.

Now, since NASA is engaged in efforts
to probe outer space, we must also re-
member that it is not NASA's responsi-
bility to compete with other govern-
ments. NASA does not establish its
schedules and programs in order to com-
pete with the Soviet Union, and we are
not here asking for these funds in order
to establish a erash program to place
men on the moon and return them safely
to earth. Although this is an expensive
program, it is in no sense a crash pro-
gram.

On the other hand, NASA has very
carefully laid out a 10-year program, and
although we cannot be oblivious to the
accomplishments of the Soviet Union in
space, this program is not geared to at-
tempt to duplicate everything done by
the Soviet Union.

Mr. Chairman, I recognize there is a
wide variety of opinion concerning the
lunar program. There are highly re-
spected scientists who have differences
of opinion concerning the program.
Some say that we should not attempt to
land men on the moon at this time but
that landing instruments would serve
the purpose. Other well-intentioned
people say, “Why go to the moon at all?”
The pessimism of those who seek to
downgrade our efforts for a lunar land-
ing remind me of the days in the early
part of the last century when Americans
were wondering what to do about the
vast desert wasteland that lay beyond
the Mississippi. One only has to read
our history to see what one of our great-
est statesmen, Daniel Webster, had to
say about exploring the West. Permit
me to quote this far-sighted Senator
when he said, on the floor of the Senate:

‘What do we want with this vast, worthless
area, this reglon of savages and wild beasts,
of shifting sands and whirlpools of dust, of
cactus and prairie dogs?

To what use could we ever hope to put
these great deserts or those great mountain

ranges, impenetrable and covered to their
base with eternal snow?

I will never vote 1 cent from the public
Treasury to place the Pacific coast 1 inch
nearer Boston than it now is.

And I happen to be reading President
Truman’s memoirs the other day and I
ran across this passage:

The next day Jimmy Byrnes, who until
shortly before had been Director of War
Mobilization for President Roosevelt, came
to see me, and even he told me few details,
though with great solemnity he said that
we were perfecting an explosive great enough
to destroy the whole world. It was later
when Vannevar Bush, head of the Office of
Scientific Research and Development, came
to the White House, that I was given a
scientist’s version of the atomic bomb. Ad-
miral Leahy was with me when Dr. Bush
told me this astonishing fact. *That is the
biggest fool thing we have ever done,” he
observed In his sturdy, salty manner. “The
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bomb will never go off, and I speak as an
expert in explosives.”

Mr, Chairman, I merely call these
matters to your attention to show that
history bears out that even some of the
greatest minds of their time lacked fore-
sight. We must not make this error.

We must have the foresight that some
of our own great minds of this century
apparently lacked.

The road will not be easy. We will
make mistakes. It will be expensive.
But there should be no turning back.
We must not slack the tempo. We must
not duplicate that which has been done
in our military so often. Large appro-
priations one year, small appropriations
the next. Large forces one year, small
forces the next. Up and down, feast or
famine,

Now we have set the course, We know
what we must do. Let us get on with it.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would like to
say that the proposed reductions by the
Science and Astronautics Committee in
the NASA budget should in no sense be
regarded as reflecting a lack of confidence
in NASA's people, their performance, or
their programs. Their repeated suc-
cesses in the new, vastly difficult and un-
charted exploration of space have been
most impressive and have had, in our
opinion, a very salutary effect on this
country’'s world prestige.

We appreciate the dedication of the
many NASA people supporting the na-
tional space program in devoting many
extra hours to ensure the repeated space
successes which we have had. The well-
publicized space shots are only the cul-
mination of the tedious process of devel-
opment. Even so, our space shots often
seem to take place at the oddest hours of
the day or night. The people of NASA
have cheerfully accepted such incon-
veniences in the knowledge that they
were contributing to a program en-
hancing this country’s standing as a
leading spacefaring power., The com-
mittee supports, and I believe it reflects
the sentiments of the House, the efforts
of the dedicated NASA people striving to
push forward the frontiers of space.

Our committee’s action on the NASA
budgetary program has rather reflected
cur feeling that it is maturing and stabi-
lizing after the initial period of rapid
growth. In this current phase, the pro-
gram can be established on a firm basis
from which it can push on to new space
successess redounding to this country’s
reputation for vitality and ingenuity.
In this period, we feel that NASA can
take stock of the progress it has made in
the space program, and how best to push
ahead efficiently and expeditiously, but
economically toward the Nation’s space
goals. A continuing management exami-
nation of the space program is essential
in order to take advantage of fresh
knowledge of this new frontier which
becomes available only through experi-
ence.

If, after further experience and added
careful reexamination, NASA decides
that vital current programs have been
adversely affected by congressional ac-
tions, the committee will be receptive to
well-documented suggestions for sup-
plemental funding.
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Moreover, the committee is always re-
cepfive to NASA’s ideas for well-con-
ceived, solidly planned and thoroughly
coordinated new programs aimed at ad-
vancing the country's primacy in space.
New space projects there should be. The
space program is a growing feature and,
I believe, a permanent feature of our
economy. New projects should be
planned and administered so as to make
the most economical use of our national
resources. The space program is now
grown up and should be able to meet
the test of competing for scarce re-
sources on the basis of the overall na-
tional interest. We can afford all that
is needed, but not one cent more.

Before closing, may I pay my respects
and my tribute to the 30 other members
of the Committee on Science and Astro-
nautics who worked so diligently through
the long period of time to bring this bill
to the floor. I think if you will look at
the books that constitute the hearings on
this bill, and if you have time to go
through them, you will find that a thor-
ough workmanlike job was done.

I want also to congratulate the staff,
the technical staff of the committee for
a job well done.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. FASCELL. I thank the distin-
guished chairman of the committee han-
dling this bill before this body today for
yielding. I compliment the gentleman
on his remarks particularly for laying
out very clearly the policy guidelines for
the consideration of this program. I
think this is very important and it is a
wonderful precedent to set in the con-
sideration of measures of this kind.

I would also add my congratulations to
the committee members as well as to the
staff for the oversight exercised by this
committee on a program which is bur-
geoning as fast as this one is.

If the gentleman will yield further, the
concern I have in the questions I am
about to ask the gentleman is regarding
the large engine—that is the 156-inch
and 260-inch engine solid fuel propellant
program. Am I correct that sometime
ago a very difficult matter was resolved
in an agreement involving NASA re-
quirements and military requirements;
and that with respect to these particular
engines the 156-inch and the 260-inch,
using solid propellant, the Air Force was
given responsibility for research and de-
velopment contracts?

Mr. MILLER of California. That is
correct,

Mr, FASCELL, Am I correct that in
this bill there is no authorization for
this particular type of program?

Mr. MILLER of California. That is
correct.

Mr. FASCELL. Am I further correct
in stating that under the agreement
which was previously reached, the Air
Force did negotiate contracts for the de-
velopment of 156-inch and 260-inch solid
fuel propellant engine?

Mr. MILLER of California. Because
of our great inferest in this, we have no
immediate problem or use for this en-
gine, but as a standby, and as one pos-
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sibility of the future, we are greatly in-
terested in it; and what the gentleman
says is correct. The Air Force was given
the responsibility of developing the big,
solid booster engines.

Mr. FASCELL, If the gentleman will
be kind enough to yield further, to
develop this point: Reference has been
made recently that under the previous
Department of Defense appropriation
bill, which passed the House and which
is now pending in the other body, be-
cause of the roughly 3 percent cut which
was made, that one of the programs
which will be eliminated or will suffer
a reduction as a result of this cut, is this
particular program of the 156- and 260~
inch solid fuel propellant program.

In other words, it is being made quite
clear that because of higher military re-
quirements that this NASA requirement
may not be met. Mr. Chairman, all of
this, notwithstanding that the President,
in his message to Congress in May of
1961 stated that there would be an ac-
celerated program to investigate large
solid rockets, and on January 28, 1963,
stated that the development of large
solid propellant mofors which diameters
of 156 inches and 260 inches are being
investigated; and notwithstanding that
the Secretary of Defense proceeded to
undertake a program for the large solid
260-inch rocket; and notwithstanding
that the Air Force earlier this year solic-
ited competitive proposals from indus-
try, and as a result of the competition
has completed negotiations on contracts
to perform feasibility demonstrations.

The 156-inch motor is the largest seg-
mented solid propellant motor capable
of rail transportation from current pro-
duction facilities to coastal launching
sites. The 260-inch motor may demon-
strate the feasibility of very large mono-
lithic motors and provide technical foun-
dations for further developments.
Development of this large motor will also
provide pertinent background data and
procedures and processes for fabrication,
propellant production, and handling,
testing and facility requirements.

' It seems to be very important to the
country’s future in space that this feasi-
bility investigation into very large solid
rockets go ahead with full vigor. Events
of the last few years have graphically
demonstrated that large booster capabil-
ity is a vital keystone in a strong national
space program. Considering the out-
standing success of the solid fueled Pola-
ris and Minuteman, it would seem most
important to determine the feasibility of
this type of propulsion for the large space
booster of the future.

There may be a discussion as to wheth-
er there is a military requirement at the
present time for that program, but it is
obvious, since contract negotiations have
been completed that there is for deep
space probes a very definite requirement
of NASA for these large engines with
solid propellant.

Mr. MILLER of California.
tleman is correct.

Mr. FASCELL. And if the gentleman
will yield one step further: the Air Force
has already selected the contractors for
this program and the companies Thiokol
and Aerojet General have invested

The gen-
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millions and millions of dollars for this
program. If the Air Force were to ter-
minate or cut back this program, does
the chairman have in mind that his com-
mittee would take up the fight for and
support the continued authorization,
and the funding of this program for the
needs and the requirements of NASA?

Mr. MILLER of California. It is my
intention to bring this to the committee
when it has been definitely established
that the Air Force is going to terminate
those contracts. I had the privilege
of being out at San Jose, Calif., in my
good friend's district, the gentleman
from California [Mr. Goueser] along with
my distinguished colleague, the gentle-
man from Connecticut [Mr. Dapbpario]
about 10 days ago when the first big
solid booster, the 120-inch booster, was
fired, developing about 1 million tons
of thrust and fulfilling all of the re-
quirements that were set up for it. It
was highly successful. I said at that
time that I was going to talk to Mr.
McNamara to determine whether or not
this has been cut. If it has been cut,
I am going first to the Space Counecil
and then through the committee to see
what can be done in restoring it.

We need this alternate-type booster.
It has great potentialities. That is
what I meant to imply in my opening
statement when I said that we could
not allow this program to get into the
same doldrums that the defense pro-
grams sometimes get into, when it is
peaches and cream one day and dry
bread crust the next.

Mr. DADDARIO. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLER of California. I am glad
to yield to the gentleman from Con-
necticut.

Mr. DADDARIO. I would like to add
that the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
FascerLL] has raised an extremely impor-
tant point; that the program involving
the solid propulsion techniques which
was to be developed through the 120-,
156-, and 260-inch motors and if prop-
erly supported is one which will give us
a propulsion capacity which will serve
us in the years ahead.

I had been somewhat concerned about
the need of having three programs of
this kind including varying sized boost-
ers. But I was advised by the people
who have been developing the 120-inch
system to which the chairman of the
committee has referred, that the knowl-
edge which can be obtained from the
120-inch will not satisfy the increased
technological and scientific knowledge
which can come through a 156-inch and
260-inch program.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that the
concern of the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. FasceLL] is well founded and that
this program should go ahead.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman from California yield
further?

Mr. MILLER of California.
the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. FASCELL. I am grateful, ex-
tremely grateful, for the assurance which
the chairman of this committee has given
us and I am grateful for the remarks
which have been made by the gentleman
from Connecticut. I regret that there

1 yield to
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is any discussion that there may be a
military determination that they do not
have, do not want or could not use these
large solid propellant engines for im-
mediate military requirement and that
NASA requirements would suffer as a
result.

Mr. Chairman, I am delighted to hear
that the chairman of this committee in-
tends to pursue the matter to the Sec-
retary of Defense level, and higher, if
necessary, so that the 156-inch and 260-
inch engine, solid propellant program
previously authorized, in the process of
being funded and for which contractors
have been selected will not be cut back
or terminated.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. EDMONDSON. I merely want to
join others in this body in congratulat-
ing the distinguished chairman of this
committee and the very able members
of this committee for an outstanding job
and for a most comprehensive report
which gives to all of us a fine picture of
our space program.

I think the members of the committee
have contributed in a very significant
way to the leadership which our Nation
occupies in the race for space.

Mr. Chairman, I certainly want to
commend them for the long hours and
hard work which they have given to this
task.

Mr. Chairman, I particularly appre-
ciate the leadership of this great com-
mittee in the all-important matter of
high energy propellants and accelerated
development of engines utilizing high-
energy fuels.

The language of your report, at page
194, is emphatic on this point:

If NASA is to meet the demands of future
mission requirements, it will be vitally neces-
sary for its program of research in high-
energy chemical propulsion to be accelerated
as early as possible. The committee feels
that such research and development should
be concentrated in the area of such high-
energy propellants as boron, diborane and
fluorine compounds.

The committee action in providing
funds to assure such acceleration is con-
tinued evidence of a congressional de-
termination to make as certain as pos-
sible American preeminence in space,
which could be as vital to our future
security as preeminence of American
airpower and seapower has been in the
1940’s and the 1950’s.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I would like to compliment
the chairman for the very fine statement
he has made, I further would like to
compliment the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. Fascerr] for his position in con-
nection with the solid-fuel booster
which we badly need, and what this
program should have when you look at
the greater requirements for a larger
booster. The solid-fuel field should not
be overlooked and should not be closed
down by action of one Government de-
partment. This committee, the last
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time we had the solid-fuel booster pro-
grams up for consideration, increased
the request of NASA by $10 million, So
we gave them more money than even
NASA requested by emphasizing the
solid-fuel boosters.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as
he may desire to the former Speaker of
the House of Representatives, one of the
very fine members of our Science and
Astronautics Committee of the House,
and our genial friend, the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr, MARTIN].

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I am very happy to be asso-
ciated with the Committee on Seience
and Astronautics in support of the pend-
ing legislation. I have been a Member
of this House for many years, as you all
know, and I can vouch for the thorough
and careful consideration given this bill.

I am very happy to be a member of
this committee. One of the real pleas-
ures of my long legislative service is my
association with this committee. I never
saw a better committee, a more diligent,
a more dedicated committee than is the
present Committee on Science and As-
tronautics. In the past I have been ac-
customed to being forced to drum up
quorums. That is not the case with this
committee. The committee is ready to
start the minute the gavel of the chair-
man falls. That is a stimulation to me,
and most encouraging.

I have also noticed, Mr. Chairman,
that the members of this committee dig
very deeply into their subjects. They
know their subject thoroughly and they
come prepared to answer questions; nor
do they take things for granted. They
must be shown and vigorously question
the witnesses.

So I am glad to be associated with this
bill. It is a good bill, not all that every-
one wants, but on the whole it is a pro-
gressive piece of legislation; one that will
insure that America will maintain its
place in the battle for control of space.

Mr. Chairman, we are very fortunate
in having the gentleman from California
[Mr. MiirLEr] as chairman of this
committee. He is not a bitter partisan,
which is another thing I like about
the committee. It is not a partisan com-
mittee. They give equal treatment to
all, no matter what party may be in-
volved. The decisions are fair and im-
partial. The gentleman from California
[Mr. MirEr] has always been fair and
generous, and he is a good leader.

I also want to congratulate the acting
minority leader of the committee. I call
him such although he really does
much of the work for which I get the
credit. I refer to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Forron]. He is a
dedicated student of this subject and we
are very fortunate on the Republican
side to have such a man as a member of
the committee.

Mr. Chairman, there will probably be
some criticism, one of which comes to
my mind at the moment involving the
location of a research laboratory. This
emphasizes the fairness of the commit-
tee. The bill does not bar a single com-
munity in the country from presenting
whatever claims it desires. We gave
everybody what I consider is a fair
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chance. So I think this is a well-
rounded-out bill. It gives everybody a
chance on merit and without political
pull,

I know this is a lof of money, and I
know what money is, because I started
at the bottom and fought my own way
up. I have had to work my way from
boyhood and I know the value of money.
I would not spend it unless I believed it
was a good gamble. When you get into
this space effort, of course, you are mak-
ing a gamble. I do not know how much
money is going to be needed for this.
This may not be enough. However, I
know it will keep everything moving
properly and I know that we will not
lose out.

Some people complain because we are
not military minded enough in this Leg-
islature. I am not a military man. I
want civilian life to have the full bene-
fits of anything that comes out of this
and I know that the military will not be
neglected, because, as this program un-
folds its advantages we do not want to
sacrifice anything and we want all to
benefit, military as well as civillan—the
United States and all of its people. I
am not worried over that. I am worried
more over what the country and the
world might think if we fail to pass this
measure. This battle has been faced and
it is still going on. The only question is,
Are we going to keep America up where
it belongs in that fight? I recall some of
our committee members saying that we
were up in orbit because we recom-
mended an extremely large sum. Well,
my friends, they called the Wright broth-
ers a couple of nuts, but that did not stop
them. They went on with what they
had to do. They followed through, and
America won the First World War in
large measure through the development
of the airplane. So how do we know
what is going to develop from the space
bill?

I am supporting the bill because I am
an American. I am supporting it be-
cause I believe it is to the interest of my
country. As a matter of fact, I do not
think the question is whether we should
pass this bill or not. I think the ques-
tion that a man must answer to himself
is, “Can I afford not to pass it? Can I
afford not to give the administration a
chance to keep the American flag up in
the forefront?” Such little things as
where a few people or a few installations
are placed are, after all, minor things.
They will be evaporated in the space of
time. I will be frank enough to say that
I hope that this survey which they are
going to make of this installation will be
supported by the scientists and they will
agree it should be in New England. How-
ever, I would not want it there if it were
not for the benefit of the whole country.
That is what we are looking for.

The fact that they have to do this all
over again, make another recommenda-
tion and then come back to the Congress
is another point; that is, come back to
the Congress instead of to the committee.
You are not going to find anyone who
knows more about this subject than the
Science and Astronautics Committee.
That is the committee to which it should
come back, because it knows what it is
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all about and can make a proper pro-

So, Mr. Chairman, let us pass this bill
as it is; perhaps not as it is, because
there may be some amendments to cor-
rect it. But the point is to pass the bill,
a proper space hill and keep the Ameri-
can flag up front.

Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROUSH, Mr. Chairman, the con-
centration of the space and defense in-
dustries on the east and west coasts of
this country has been a matter of great
concern for those of us living in the Mid-
west.

A recent publication entitled, “A Re-
port on Economic Growth in the Mid-
west,” published by the Committee on
Institutional Cooperation, points out
that the Midwest has suffered heavily in
the placement of prime military con-
tracts since the Eorean war. Our States
have suffered heavy losses as indicated
by the following figures:

In Michigan the percentage of total
awards went from 9.5 to 2.7 percent; in
Indiana, 4.5 to 1.46 percent; in Illinois,
from 5 to 2 percent; in Ohio, from 6.3 to
4.5 percent; and Wisconsin, from 2 to 1
percent.

A major reason for this geographic
shift is that greater emphasis is placed
on the missile industry and the electron-
ics industry and, more particularly, for
research, development, testing, and eval-
uation. While California was receiving
41 percent of such RBT and EX con-
tracts in 1961 and New York was receiv-
ing over 12 percent and Massachusetts
nearly 6 percent, Indiana was receiving
only 0.5 percent.

The question why has been asked of
Defense Department and NASA officials
on many occasions. Dr. Robert Sea-
man, in testifying before our committee,
claimed that one of the main reasons
for the location of the proposed electron-
ics research center near Boston was that
there was a concentration of scientists
and engineers in the Massachusetts
area. Dr.Jermone B. Wiesner, the Presi-
dent’s special assistant for science and
technology, stated that the reason for
diverting defense contracts away from
the Midwest was that there was “an in-
tellectual vacuum” in the Midwest. We
take serious exception to these state-
ments; and I would like to call, as fore-
ibly as possible, to the attention of
NASA and the Defense Department offi-
cials the following facts:

First. Midwestern schools—Illinois,
Purdue, Michigan, Wisconsin, Ohio
State, and Northwestern—granted nearly
30 percent of all the Ph. D. degrees in en-
gineering in the United States.

Second. Some half dozen schools, in-
cluding Illinois, Purdue and Michigan
currently account for over half the doc-
torates in engineering in the United
States.

Third. Purdue, Illinois, and Michigan
combined grant nearly as many masters
degrees—926—as Massachusetts Insti-
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tute of Technology, Stanford, and the
University of California at Los Angeles
combined—17,045.

Fourth. Purdue, Illinois, and Michi-
gan grant more bachelors degrees in en-
gineering than all the University of Cal-
ifornia’s campuses combined and Mas-
sachusetts Institute of Technology,
California Institute of Technology,
Stanford, and New York University.
Purdue and Illinois rank first and second
in the Nation in output of B.S. degrees
in engineering.

It would seem to me that the conten-
fion that the scientific and engineering
talents are concentrated on the two
coasts is not valid. The Midwest is en-
gaged in exporting scientific and en-
gineering talent on a major scale.

A major effort should be made to dis-
tribute our activities over the country so
as to not only provide additional secu-
rity for this very sensitive activity but
also to more equitably affect the econ-
omy.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. WRIGHT].

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield to
me for a comment on a speech by the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
MarTIN] ?

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Iwant
to say at this point that the Members
all feel we were very much helped by the
comments of the distinguished gentleman
from Massachusetts, Speaker MARTIN,
because he put his recommendations on
such a high level. It is always a pleasure
to have our Speaker give us guldance and
light on the committee. We thoroughly
appreciate his comments.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and to speak out of order.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, the
personal honor and integrity of the Sec-
retary of the Navy were attacked on the
floor of the House today. In good con-
science I cannot allow this to go un-
answered. Earlier, during the debate on
the rule, the gentleman from Iowa ob-
tained permission to speak out of order
and in the course of his remarks said
that Secretary of the Navy Fred Korth
had engaged in a clear confiict of in-
terest and called on the President of the
United States to fire Secretary Korth.

Mr. Chairman, in a situation of this
kind a Member is always in a quandry
as to whether he should consider the
source and let it drop, or whether in
good conscience and good honor he must
defend his friend, his constituent, an
honorable officer of the U.S. Government.

Mr. Chairman, in 10 years in the U.S.
House of Representatives I have never
impugned the integrity or the personal
honor of any Member of this House or
of any member of our President’s Cab-
inet in the previous administration or in
this administration, nor would I per-
mit it to be done in my presence if with-
in my power to prevent it.
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Fred Eorth not only is my constituent,
he is my friend. I know him and know
him well. I know him as a man of deep
personal honor. I know him as a man
of sterling patriotism. I know Fred
Korth as a profoundly sincere Christian
man. And for his honor to be attacked
on the floor of the House in such an in-
temperate way must not go unanswered.

Today Fred Eorth is giving tirelessly of
his efforts, of his time, of his talents, in
answer to the call of his country.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand that the gentleman’s words be
taken down.

The CHAIRMAN. What words does
the gentleman from Iowa demand be
taken down?

Mr. GROSS. That the gentleman
from Iowa made an intemperate state-
ment.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, permit
me to suggest——

The . The gentleman
will suspend temporarily.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, may I
be recognized for a unanimous-consent
request?

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the words that the gentleman de-
manded be taken down.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will state it.

Mr. COOLEY. Why cannot the
gentleman who has the floor ask unani-
mous consent to amend the words he
has uttered?

The CHAIRMAN. He may do so if he
desires.

Mr. COOLEY. He wants to be recog-
nized for that purpose but he has not
been recognized.

The CHAIRMAN, If the gentleman
wants to submit a unanimous-consent
request the Chair will recognize him for
that purpose.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the word “in-
temperate” as used to describe the re-
mark of the gentleman from Iowa be
stricken, and that I may substitute for
the word “intemperate” the word “un-
fortunate.”

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request?

Mr. GROSS. I object to that, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Ojection is heard.

The Clerk will report the words ob-
jected to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. WricHT. And for his honor to be at-
tacked on the floor of this House in such an
intemperate way must not go unanswered.

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee
will rise.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. THOMAS, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 7500) to authorize appropriations
to the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration for research and develop-
ment, construction of facilities, and ad-
ministrative operations; and for other
purposes, certain words used in debate
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were objected to and on request were
taken down and read at the Clerk’s desk,
and he herewith reported the same to
the House.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re-
port the words objected to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. WricHT. For his honor to be attacked
on the floor of this House in such an in-
tempera.be way must not Eo unanswered.

The SPEAKER. The Chair feels that
in debate latitude should be given to
Members of the House in expressing
their views; and the Chair would con-
strue the word “intemperate” might be
used just as the word “improper” might
be used.

Therefore, the Chair is of the opinion
that the language used is not objection-
able under the rule.

The Committee will resume its sitting.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill, H.R. 7500,
with Mr. TeoMAS in the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas is recognized.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I have
tried to proceed in a most temperate
way, circumstances permitting. But
there can be no constructive excuse
whatever for the futile flutter of per-
sonal vilification by which a little hand-
ful of self-appointed critics have been
straining at gnats in a weak effort to
attack the integrity of Secretary Korth.
Only by the most tortured logic could
anyone assess impure motives of per=-
sonal financial gain to Secretary Fred
Korth in connection with any contract
for the General Dynamics Corp. Cer-
tainly, Mr. Eorth owns no stock in that
corporation; he sells no supplies to that
corporation; he has never been on its
payroll in any way.

To contend, as has been contended,
that he would have a personal financial
interest in the awarding of a contract
simply because the recipient corporation
at one time borrowed funds from a bank
with which Mr. Eorth formerly was em-
ployed, is extremely farfetched. One
might as reasonably question the honor
of a public official on the ground that
his cousin might own stock in a vending
machine corporation which sold ciga-
rettes to the workers in a plant of
another corporation where a contract
was given. It is entirely farfetched.

In order for anything meaningful to
be made of these circumstances, we
would have to indulge two extremely
untenable assumptions. The first, of
course, would have to be that Fred Korth
himself, as a man and as a human being,
is fundamentally dishonest and is serving
his Government for the purpose of his
personal financial gain. This clearly is
disproven by the fact that he is making
a considerable financial sacrifice to
serve his country as Secretary of the
Navy. He is making considerably less
money than he was before he accepted
that responsible post.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

Mr, FULTON of Pennsylvania. M.
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
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man inasmuch as part of his time was
taken up.

Mr. WRIGHT. Now the second as-
sumption would have to be this.

Mr. STINSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WRIGHT. No, I do not yield
at this time. There are some things,
I think, which need saying.

Mr. Chairman, the second assumption
would have to be that this huge cor-
poration with holdings all over the coun-
try was going to welsh on that loan if
it had not received that particular con-
tract. This ecorporation has never de-
faulted on an obligation and has a net
worth fully ample to justify loans many
times the amount of the one in question,
and this is such a farfetched conclusion
}.hat it is utterly beyond reason to discuss
t.

But the serious question, it seems to
me, is—how are we going to attract the
services of decent, honorable, and able
administrators to serve this Government
of the United States at a financial sacri-
fice if, when they do so, we then subject
them to the personal harassment, the
partisan vilification, and abusive charges
against their personal honor and integ-
rity? This, I think, is a serious question.

I think, Mr. Chairman, that the House
and the Congress indeed would do well
to bridle its own tongue and to exercise
some sense of self-restraint in the things
it says about the leaders of our Gov-
ernment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has again expired.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
man from Washington [Mr. STINsON].

Mr. STINSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed out of
order in order to ask a question of the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. WrIcHT].

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. STINSON. I would ask the gen-
tleman from Texas if he is familiar with
the hearings that are being held by the
Senate Government Operations Commit-
tee wherein testimony has been received
to the effect that the bank in Texas in
which Secretary Korth has served as an
officer had loaned several hundred thou-
sand dollars to the General Dynamics
Corp.? And did the gentleman know
that Secretary Korth has retained his
stock ownership in this bank after he has
become the Secretary of the Navy?

Mr. WRIGHT. I would say to the
gentleman from Washington, first, that
I am quite familiar with this testimony
and that this is exactly what I was ad-
dressing my remarks to earlier. I think
it is far-fetched and has no connection.
I know Secretary Korth stands to make
no personal financial gain by the widest
streteh of the imagination. If the TFX
contract had not gone to the corpora-
tion, it still would have paid the note to
the bank. This corporation owns, in
addition to the Fort Worth plant, several
other successful enterprises including
Electric Boat Co., and has built several
big plants on the west coast. I say to the
gentleman that it would be nothing short
of ridiculous to assume that this bank
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loan was ever in any way in danger of
default, or that it ever would have had
any remote bearing whatever upon Sec-
retary Korth’s decision on the TFX con-
tract. That decision was based on com-
parative technical evaluations which
Secretary Korth very fully and ade-
quately set forth in the hearing to which
the gentleman refers.

The very same decision was reached
by Secretary Zuckert and Secretary Mc-
Namara. They certainly could not be
said to have been influenced by any loan
made to anyone by this bank. Neither
was Fred Korth.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Washington has ex-
pired.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I yield the gentleman 1 addi-
tional minute.

Mr. STINSON. Does not the gentle-
man think there is a possibility that Mr.
Korth's objectivity might not be quite
the same as if he did not hold stock in
this particular bank? Do you not think
this bank would tend to lose a great deal
if the General Dynamiecs Co. was unable
to acquire this contract?

Mr. WRIGHT. Well, I certainly do
not. I know Fred Korth and I am quite
sure his objectivity was not in any way
compromised by this fact. Furthermore,
I think the gentleman draws an utterly
unwarranted conclusion when he thinks
that the bank was going to suffer if the
company did not get that particular
contract. The company would have paid
its note whether or not it had received
that contract, or any other of a dozen
contracts. The company is quite sol-
vent. I think the two contingencies are
utterly disconnected. The Continental
National Bank of Fort Worth also is a
thoroughly solvent institution. This is
only one loan out of many thousands
which it has made. And, further,
to assume that a gentleman of the
character and of the stature of Fred
Eorth, who is big enough to be Secretary
of the Navy, would let a matter of this
kind interfere with his judgment as to
what is best for the United States, would
be far too petty for words. Fred Korth
is amply big enough to make up his mind
and use his best judgment regardless of
a small matter of that kind. If he were
not, he would not be big enough to be
Secretary of the Navy in the first place.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. TEAGUE].

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I would like at this time to pay a brief
but sincere tribute to each of the mem-
bers of the Subcommittee on Manned
Space Flight, with whom I had the
pleasure of working this year as subcom-
mittee chairman.

The members of the subcommittee are
the Honorable EmiLio Q. DADDARIO, Hon.
James G. FuLTon, Hon. Boe CAsEy, Hon.
R. WaALTER RiEHLMAN, Hon. JoE D. Wae-
GONNER, Jr., Hon. RicHARD L. ROUDERUSH,
Hon. EpwaARDp J. PATTEN, Hon. ALPHONZO
BELL, Hon. Dox FuQua, and Hon, EDWARD
J. GURNEY.

This subcommittee has worked as hard
on the current NASA authorization bill
as any group I have witnessed in my
years in Congress. Each of them has
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been digging into the complex problems
of manned space flight since early in the
vear, and each has gone without letup
right down to the present day. They
have been at it morning, noon, and night.
They have traveled thousands of miles
in order personally to visit each of
NASA’s centers which is concerned with
manned space flight. Their efforts to
familiarize themselves with all aspects
of the program at the working level have
been unstinting.

It has taken 1,500 printed pages of
testimony to record the hearings held
by the subcommittee, and even that does
not tell the whole story. For, in addi-
tion, many weeks of hard work have
been spent in executive session in mak-
ing decisions regarding this very im-
portant national program.

I feel constrained to say also that the
work of the subcommittee has been com-
pletely bipartisan and nonpolitical.
There has never been a time when any
member of the subcommittee put the
interests of his party or his distriet
ahead of the national interest. Neither
has any member sought to subvert or
alter the goals of the national space
effort for selfish or partisan reasons.

Mr. Chairman, I would like the record
to show that I have the highest admira-
tion and regard for the subcommittee
and for the work they have turned out.
I sincerely believe it to be a dedicated
effort which has few parallels in recent
history.

Finally, I cannot close these comments
without a note of tribute to the chairman
of the full committee, the Honorable
GeORGE P. MiLLER. The gentleman from
California [Mr. Mirrer] acted in my
judgment with complete fairness and
permitted the subcommittees all neces-
sary time and latitude to do the job re-
quired of them. His counsel and pa-
tience have been instrumental in getting
the job done.

Mr. Chairman, the Manned Space
Subcommmittee had the responsibility of
the money that goes to the installations
at Huntsville, Ala.; at Cape Canaveral,
Fla.; at the Mississippi Test Center, as
well as the plant which is located in New
Orleans; and the installation at Houston,
Tex. Under these installations come a
number of programs; namely, the Mer-
cury program, the Gemini program and
the Apollo program.

Our Mercury program is completed
and of course it was completely success-
ful. Certainly all America owes a great
debt of thanks to the entire Mercury
team that made it so successful.

Mr. Chairman, we have recently seen
the completion of America’s first man-
in-space program—the pioneering and
highly complex Project Mercury. This
has been a completely successful under-
taking, and the remarkable thing about
it is that it was accomplished virtually
on schedule and with less than 5-percent
cost overrun,

Few research programs can show such
a record.

The Mercury project did not begin in
earnest until 1960. After the first shot
showed that the Atlas missile would have
to be strengthened and modified to han-
dle the 3,500-pound Mercury capsule, the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

story of Mercury proceeded without a
major hitch.

Eight successive shots went off very
close to schedule and each accomplished
its designed mission. The fourth Mer-
cury shot carried Astronaut Alan B.
Shepard on a 15-minute suborbital flight
in May 1961. Two years later, the ninth
and last of the Mercury flights carried
Astronaut Gordon Cooper around the
world 23 times in 32 hours.

This, I believe, is a truly fine accom-
plishment.

It is especially so since Project Mer-
cury first, demanded the complete co-
ordination of a worldwide communica-
tions and recovery network in addition
to performing a most difficult engineer-
ing task; and second, since the basic
know-how developed in the course of
Project Mercury is essential to the suc-
cess of the follow-on programs—Project
Gemini and the manned lunar landing
program itself.

Mr. Chairman, those of us who have
been close to these programs for a num-
ber of years realize how much has been
accomplished in an area which at times
appears to be virtually impossible.

I would like to extend the highest com-
mendation to all members of the Mercury
team beginning with D. Brainerd
Holmes, the retiring Director of the Of-
fice of Manned Space Flight, who was the
chief overseer of this program—and in-
cluding Joseph F. Shea, Deputy Director,
Systems, Office of Manned Space
Flight; George M. Low, Deputy Director
for Programs at NASA; Mr, William E.
Lilly, Director, Program Review and Re-
sources Management, Office of Manned
Space Flight, NASA; Dr. Kurt H. Debus,
Director, NASA Launch Operations Cen-
ter, Cape Canaveral; Dr. Robert R. Gil-
ruth, Director, NASA Manned Spacecraft
Center, Houston, Tex.; Mr. Walter C.
Willlams, Associate Director, NASA
Manned Spacecraft Center, Houston,
Tex., and many others who played equal-
ly important roles in the success of
Mercury.

Of course these compliments extend
also to the hard and devoted work of the
astronauts themselves and particularly
to the seven original astronauts, Comdr.
Malcolm S. Carpenter, Maj. L. Gordon
Cooper, Col. John H. Glenn, Jr., Maj.
Virgil I. Grissom, Comdr. Walter M.
Schirra, Comdr. Alan B. Shepard, Jr.,
and Maj. Donald K. Slayton.

Finally, I cannot overlook the con-
tributions of Dr. Wernher von Braun,
head of the Marshall Space Flight Center
at Huntsville, Ala. While Dr. von
Braun was not directly associated with
Mercury, it has been his work in rocket
engines and techniques which has been
responsible to a considerable degree for
the reliability of equipment used in the
Merecury project.

Mr. Chairman, I asked permission ear-
lier in the day to bring these models
and exhibits onto the floor of the House
in order to give the membership a bet-
ter feeling of what is going to happen in
our manned space program in the next
few years.

The small model on your left is the
Atlas which placed the Mercury capsules
in orbit. The Mercury capsule weighs
approximately 3,000 pounds.
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The next model is of the Saturn,
which will place approximately 22,000
pounds in earth’s orbit.

The next model is the Saturn 1-B,
which is due to place about 32,000 pounds
in earth’s orbit.

Then there is the giant Saturn V
which will place 240,000 pounds in
earth’s orbit and 90,000 pounds into
outer space.

Mr. Chairman, our subcommittee has
divided its programs among members of
the subcommittee who will speak indi-
vidually about these programs.

The gentlewoman from New York
made a very appropriate remark in the
fact that we have no scientists in Con-
gress. Because of that fact our subcom-
mittee went to the different companies
involved in this program. We questioned
every witness we could think of that
might contribute to our coming to a bet-
ter decision as far as the House is con-
cerned. I am sure that some of our
sclentists and engineers became more
frustrated over the hundreds and hun-
dreds of questions that we threw at
them, than the space frustration.

Our committee—I am sure I can speak
for all of them—had a tremendous in-
terest in the whole Mercury program.
We had to take much of the matter
submitted and base it on faith in this
group of men, but I would like to assure
you this subcommittee has done every-
thing it could possibly do to learn the
truth of this program. We have made
some reductions, some deferrals, but we
do not think they are going to cripple
the program.

I hope the House will accept this bill
as the committee has reported it.

Mr. Chairman, the manned space
flicht portion of this fiscal 1964 budget
is the largest yet presented to Congress.
As you can see from the report, it comes
to $3.2 billion—which is roughly about
$1 billion more than was authorized last
year.

This is an overall figure and includes
funds for the construction of facilities
and costs related thereto, as well as for
research and development.

Before proceeding further, I would like
to take a moment to try to dispel several
extreme notions that a lot of people have
about our man-to-the-moon program.

One of these notions is founded on the
allegation that we are proceeding on a
crash basis, that we are thereby spend-
ing a lot more money than we otherwise
would need to and are greedily consum-
ing the bulk of the Nation's scientific
talent in the process.

The other notion is based on the alle-
gation, which we have recently heard
from NASA’s Administrator, that the
amount of money requested for the
manned lunar landing is a sacrosanct
bare minimum which must be left totally
intact if we are not to slip badly in our
lunar landing schedules and lose money
in the bargain.

In my opinion, neither of these allega-
tions will win any awards for accuracy.
Let me explain why I think this.

The Subcommittee on Manned Space
Flight, which I serve as chairman, has
been investigating the manned flight
part of the 1964 space budget ever since
the 1st of March.



13868

During this period the subcommittee
held 33 open hearings plus 12 executive
sessions; it took testimony from more
than 100 witnesses. This included, in
addition to NASA witnesses, those from
other Government departments such as
the Defense Department and the Air
Force, from half a dozen industrial
organizations, from the National Aero-
nautics and Space Council and from the
astronauts themselves.

At the same time, the subcommittee
traveled as a group for discussions with
those most concerned with doing the
actual work on manned space flight
throughout the country. This meant
meeting with both industry and govern-
ment people in the Los Angeles area, in
Sunnyvale, at Edwards Air Force Base,
at Cape Canaveral, at Daytona Beach
and at Houston. In addition, members
of the subcommittee, both prior to and
during the course of our hearings, spent
time at other NASA centers involved in
manned space flight, at Huntsville,
Michoud, and the Mississippi test facility.

For the most part we found the
manned space flight program to be well
organized, planned and managed—par-
ticularly in relation to the relatively
short time it has been underway.

Those involved in it are certainly not
loafing, but neither is the program pro-
ceeding on a crash basis with lots of
overtime, duplication of effort, and exces-
sive demands for personnel, hardware
and facilities. What we recommend
here is needed. It is true that we could
slow the program down; but we would
not save any significant amount of money
by doing it. In fact, we would be apt to
spend a good deal more in the long run
due to the inefficiency which always ac-
companies idle pacing. This program is
like a gasoline engine. You do not get
your best mileage from 80 miles an
hour—but you do not get it from 15 miles
an hour either.

At the same time, we cannot accept
th2 argument that NASA’'s original re-
quests for fiscal 1964 are inviolable.

For one thing, the nature of NASA’s
work requires it to draw up its budget
far in advance. Long leadtimes must be
accommodated. The budget we are con-
sidering here was put together 18 months
ago. The 1965 budget has already been
in formulation for some time, Between
the time these budgets are made and the
time Congress considers them, a lot has
happened and many plans have changed.
It does not, therefore, make sense to say
that the funding requests themselves
cannot be changed.

Secondly, as I have indicated, our com-
mittee has gone straight to those doing
the work in order to get complete infor-
mation on budget problems. This meant
detailed discussions with private con-
tractors as well as Government officials.
And in the end, we were not satisfied
that the requests for money were justi-
fied in every case. We were not satisfied
that all of the money requested could
be wisely spent in the time period in-
volved. We were not satisfied that some
of it could be obligated at all during the
fiscal year.

So it is a considerable exaggeration to
say that any reduction of NASA's re-
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quested budget will result in dire conse-
quences to the manned space program.

It is true, of course, that unexpected
problems furn up in research and de-
velopment programs. Budgeting for re-
search and development in astronautics
is particularly complex and uncertain.
But it is also true that Congress will be
here most of this year and again next
January. If NASA runs into serious
difficulty due to funding deficiencies, we
will be glad to consider justified supple-
mental requests at any appropriate
time.

And I would point out that any po-
tential delay which might materialize
because of this procedure can easily be
compensated for by the flexibility of
funding which we permit in NASA’s re-
search and development undertakings.

NATURE OF THE PROGRAM

Mr. Chairman, other committee mem-
bers will describe the detailed aspects of
the manned space flight program. I
would like to give a brief overall view
of just what this program entails at the
present time.

First, there is no money in this budg-
et for Project Mercury. That program
is ended—rvery successfully, I might add.
It consisted of nine major space shots—
the last six of them manned and the
last four ranging from 3 to 23 orbits.
I am sure you all remember the final 32-
hour flight of Maj. Gordon Cooper in
May. The total cost of Project Mercury
was about $358 million, and it is worth
noting that this cost was only $14 mil-
lion, or 4 percent, more than the pro-
jected cost as estimated when Mercury
got underway.

Then there is Project Gemini, the top-
priority manned space flight program of
the moment. This is the two-man
spacecraft which will undertake flights
of a week or more and develop the
highly critical techniques of rendezvous
and docking between several spacecraft.
To date we have spent about $290 mil-
lion on Gemini, exclusive of rocket
boosters, and the committee has ap-
proved the request of $306 million for
fiscal 1964. Gemini will probably about
double the sum of these figures before it
concludes in 1965 or 1966.

Finally, there is Project Apollo, which
is our manned lunar landing program.
This project calls for a three-man space-
ship to be launched by the giant Saturn—
5, to orbit the moon, to send two men to
the surface of the moon in a special
landing vehicle, to return to the mother
ship and then head back for earth.

Apollo, exclusive of rocket develop-
ment, has cost about $500 million to date
and the committee recommends here a
commitment of a little over $1 billion for
this fiscal year—that is, 1964.

We cannot give a firm estimate of the
total cost of Apollo. There are just too
many imponderables to overcome. Our
best guess at present is that the final
cost of the manned lunar landing effort,
assuming it occurs in late 1969 or 1970,
will be just under $20 billion. We believe
that Apollo costs will increase somewhat
during the next several years and then
begin to taper off about 1967. It seems
likely that the average cost over the next
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5 years will run sbout $2.6 billion per
year for this particular project.

Aside from these programs as I have
outlined them, the bill before us carries
an additional $1.1 billion for launch ve-
hicles and propulsion systems which in-
cludes the various forms of the Saturn
rocket and its engines, $11 million for
aerospace medicine, $125 million for de-
velopment of integration and checkout
systems for the lunar landing program,
and $37 million for systems engineering.

What new programs of manned space
flight may be added to our lunar landing
effort cannot be told at present. The
decisions have not yet been made. Very
likely, however, they will involve orbiting
space stations or laboratories as the next
step. And, eventually, a manned flight
to Mars seems the probable first candi-
date for planetary exploration.

BUDGET REDUCTIONS

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I would
like to summarize for the House the
findings made by the committee relative
to manned space flight and explain the
budget reductions agreed upon.

The total reduction in research and
development is $183,700,000. This is 6.3
percent of the requested research and
development budget for manned space
flight and has been distributed as fol-
lows:

Project Apollo, $120 million: This is
the largest part of the reduction made in
research and development. While it is
a substantial reduction in terms of dol-
lars, it is in fact slightly less than a 10-
percent cut of the amount requested by
NASA for Project Apollo in 1964. Par-
enthetically, it should be noted that the
Apollo figure does not include develop-
ment of the Saturn vehicles and en-
gines—for which approximately another
$1 billion is being requested. The re-
duction in this area was agreed upon
after investigation by the committee in
California and interrogation of NASA
witnesses showed that the use of the
amount in question could not be wholly
identified. This was particularly true
in connection with the development of
the command and service modules, for
which $661 million had been requested.

The M-1 engine, $30 million: The M-1
engine is a 1%-million-pound-thrust
oxygen-hydrogen engine originally in-
tended to serve as an upper stage in the
Nova. There is now no specific mission
for the M-1 engine, but the advantage
of its higher specific impulse makes it a
potentially useful engine for some future
vehicle. The committee felt that the $45
million NASA requested for the M-1 was
excessive in view of the very long lead-
time envisioned for this engine, plus the
fact that present concepts of this type
may be outmoded or in need of revision
by the 1970’s when the M-1 would be-
come operational. At the same time, the
committee did not wish to eliminate
completely development of the engine.
It, therefore, decided to recommend that
$15 million of the $45 million be retained
for continued study and development.

Integration and checkout, $28 mil-
lion: NASA requested $153 million for
1964 to be used for integration and
checkout of all systems connected with
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Project Apollo. The major part of this
money is to be used to fund contractor
services. However, NASA could not say
specifically how much would be required
for this purpose. It estimates a mini-
mum of $100 million and a maximum of
$125 million. The NASA testimony on
what would be done with the balance of
$28 million was also vague and uncer-
tain. The committee, therefore, elimi-
nated the balance.

Aerospace medicine, $5.7 million:
NASA requested $16.7 million for bio-
medical engineering in connection with
its manned space flight program for
1964. This is more than a 100 percent
increase of the funds allocated in 1963
for this purpose. Committee investiga-
tion disclosed that the rate of progress
required, together with the bioscience
capability existing within other Govern-
ment agencies, primarily the Air Force
and the Navy, should make it possible to
fund this project at the level of $11 mil-
lion instead of the total amount re-
quested.

Construction of facilities: NASA re-
quested a total of $564,538,000 for con-
struction of new manned space flight
facilities in its 1964 budget. From this
amount, the committee cut $75,422,000.
The reduction is a 13.4 percent cut in the
total requested. However, more than
90 percent of this amount represents
either deferrals where the money can be
funded incrementally over several years
rather than one, or the elimination of a
request for advanced design money
which NASA has already funded from
past budgets.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. RIEHLMAN].

Mr. RIEHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
should like also to allude to a statement
made when we were considering the rule
in the House today by the gentlewoman
from New York [Mrs. St. GEorGE]. That
is, that none of us on the committee are
completely proficient in this great field
of endeavor. I assure youthat the Mem-
ber speaking to you from the well of the
House takes that position today. But,
although we do not pose as experts in
this field, we have arrived, in my estima-
tion, at a level of experience which has
permitted a very thorough and incisive
evaluation of NASA’s request.

This is a complicated subject, one
which has taken the best of every mem-
ber of our committee. May I say to you
this has not been gone into in an idle
manner but in a serious manner. We
have spent not weeks, but months, study-
ing the provisions of this bill, and we
did our level best in coming up with a bill
that we feel is not alone good for the pro-
gram which this country has developed
to put a man on the moon, but also good
for the other fields of activity which this
program is bound to be interwoven with.

So I say to you who are here this after-
noon, when this committee cut from the
program certain amounts, we did it with
the knowledge and with the assurance, at
least in our own minds, that the Apollo
project would be kept on the track and
that we would accomplish the goal we set
out to accomplish in our authorizations
of last year and the year before.
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Now, the subcommittee that I serve on
was assigned the responsibility for this
man-in-space program, and we carried
out this responsibility under the leader-
ship of the distinguished gentleman who
just spoke previous to me, the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. TEaGUuE]. The portion
which I would like to speak about very
briefly is that which deals with Apollo,
the spacecraft which will take man to
the moon and land him safely there, I
hope, and bring him back to earth.

In our procedures and in our delibera-
tions, we did cut this Apollo program to
the extent of $120 million.

To those who say we have cut this pro-
gram too deeply, my answer is, after
being intimately involved with it for
the past 5 months, that NASA can live
with this cut and can keep Apollo on
schedule.

By supporting this bill, you will be
supporting our national goal in space.

To those who say we have not cuf
deeply enough, I say that to cut the
authorization for Apollo much below
committee levels will be tantamount to
saying not only that this body no longer
accepts this important national goal but
also that it no longer feels U.S. su-
premacy in space to be of paramount
importance.

You cannot make drastic cuts in this
bill without seriously hampering both
pursuits.

We are fighting for scientific and tech-
nological leadership in space, and this is
very closely related to our total security.

The resulting stimulus to science gen-
erally, to science education, to basic re-
search, to technology, to industry, and to
the economy cannot help but strengthen
our total national security, which is cer-
tainly comprised of all these elements.

Our gains in technological know-how
will have military applications. This
was touched on by the chairman.

Two of the more obvious will be the
great increase in booster capacity and in
knowledge of what it takes for man to
survive and function during long periods
in space environment.

Our committee gave diligent study to
the role of the manned space flight pro-
gram in the strengthening of our mili-
tary posture. There is little doubt about

its importance and little doubt that we .

will be jeopardizing knowledge of great
value to the military if we cut this
Apollo program back. For a fuller
treatment of the committee’s position in
this area I refer you to the report ac-
companying this bill.

These achievements I have mentioned
depend on the timely success of this pro-
gram, and that, in turn, depends very
much on your support of this bill.

I would like to touch briefly on the
Apollo configuration, the flight plan, the
overall timetable and then what is
scheduled for Apollo in fiscal 1964.

The Apollo spacecraft is made up of
three separate units or modules.

The first is the command module,
which houses the three-man crew, serves
as the control center for spacecraft
operation and also as the vehicle for re-
entry into the earth’s atmosphere.

Inside it men will be able to work, eat
and sleep without wearing pressure
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suits. Its basic configuration will be
vslry much like that of the Mercury cap-
sule.

The service module houses many of the
spacecraft support systems and also con-
tains the necessary propulsion system so
that the spacecraft can be propelled into
and out of lunar orbit and can change
course during the flight.

The command and service modules are
under contract to North American
Aviation.

The third unit of the spacecraft is
called the lunar excursion module.

It will be entered by two members of
the crew, after the craft is in lunar or-
bit, then detached from the mother craft
and flown to the surface of the moon.

Then, when the 24-hour exploration
of the moon’s surface is completed its
propulsion system will lift it from the
moon, it will rendezvous in Iunar orbit
with the mother craft, the two crew
members will reenter the command mod-
ule and the lunar excursion module will
then be cast loose into lunar orbit just
prior to the return flight to earth.

This module is under contract to the
Grumman Aireraft Engineering Corp.

The flight plan for Apollo is, briefly,
this: A three-stage Saturn V will boost
the spacecraft from Cape Canaveral. Its
first two stages will be used to place the
spacecraft and the third stage of the
booster into orbit around the earth.

From the earth orbit the Saturn third
stage will propel the spacecraft into
lunar trajectory. The third stage will
then be jettisoned. When the craft
reaches the vicinity of the moon, the
service module retro rockets will be fired,
placing it in orbit around the moon.

Two of the crew members will then

‘transfer from the command to the ex-

cursion module. The latter will separate
and descend to the moon while the
mother craft continues to orbit. The
excursion module is equipped so that it
can hover and move laterally, permitting
the pilots to select the best landing site.

After exploration, the pilots will blast
off the moon and return to lunar orbit
where the excursion module will rendez-
vous with the mother craft. They will
transfer back into the command module.
The excursion module will be jettisoned
and remain in orbit around the moon.
The service module will then propel the
craft into earth trajectory and will be
used to make necessary directional
changes during the flight back to earth.

When the craft has reached the entire
corridor the service module will be jetti-
soned. The command module will then
reenter the earth’s atmosphere in much
the same fashion as the Mercury cap-
sule, but it has been developed so that
its parachutes can bring it down on land
as well as water.

Now, the timetable for Project Apollo.
The spacecraft modules will be qualified
in various unmanned suborbital and
earth orbital missions during this and
the next calendar years.

During 1965 and 1966, manned earth
orbital flights in Apollo will be used to
further develop reliable spacecraft sys-
tems and train flight crews

During 1966 and 1967 various manned
earth orbital flights in Apollo will be
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used to further develop reliable space-
craft systems and train flicht crews.

During 1966 and 1967 various manned
earth orbital flights will be used to per-
fect the rendezvous technique.

Then from 1967 on will come such
manned circumlunar or Ilunar-orbital
flights as will be necessary to develop
operational techniques in the lunar en-
vironment.

Then follows the lunar landing.

Now let us look for a moment at what
will be accomplished on Apollo during
fiscal 1964.

It is planned to build up to 12 develop-
ment spacecraft this year and to under-
take the actual building, testing, and
qualification of the various module com-
ponents and subsystems.

The first two spacecraft for long-
duration manned orbital flights will be
built this year.

Other spacecraft will be in various
stages of manufacture to support a de-
livery schedule in fiscal 1965 of a man=-
qualified craft every 3 months.

There will be three Saturn launches
to determine spacecraft and launch
vehicle compatibility.

Further tests will be conducted fo de-
velop the high reliability needed for the
command and service module propul-
sion system and the abort sensing sys-
tems.

Design of the ground support equip-
ment will be completed and construc-
tion begun.

Complete ground support equipment
for the first manned orbital Apollo flight
will be developed and delivered.

All flight simulation and other crew
training equipment will be operational.

For the lunar excursion module, 1964
will see the construction of a structural
model and extensive testing of the
module propulsion system, structural de-
sign and landing gear.

In fiscal 1964 prototype guidance and
navigation systems are to be developed
and intensive ground testing will be un-
derway.

Effort will be directed to the design,
procurement, fabrication and testing of
the vast and intricate system of instru-
mentation and specialized scientific de-
vices that will be required for Apollo. .

It can readily be seen that Apollo is-

no longer a drawing board concept.

Basic design studies have all been
completed on the three spacecraft mod-
ules, and they will go into various stages
of construction this year.

Let us take one look very quickly at
what is anticipated as far as the cost of
this program is concerned and what it
will cost us really to put a man on the
moon. I am sure that every member
of the committee will agree with me that
NASA has not given us in definite dollars
and cents exactly what that cost will be,
but I think we have had enough ex-
perience, and the information that we
have been able to gather has shown that
we can make a fair estimate of what
the cost of achieving our goals in this
decade is going to be. It is estimated
that the cost of Project Apollo and all
the related and associated programs will
be something in the neighborhood of
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$19.76 billion. Today if we approve the
bill that is before the House, we will
have given to NASA and they will have
either obligated most of the funds or
authorized the obligation of them, a sum
of something over $6.75 billion. My un-
derstanding today is that the requests
that are going to he made to us in the
next 4 years will average in the neigh-
borhood of $3.2 billion annually, which
will add up to another $13 billion.
Therefore if we add the two figures to-
gether, we will get a total amount of
roughly $19.75 billion. That does not
include the overall cost of the NASA
program, just the manned space flight
portion,

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RIEHLMAN. I will be glad to
yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. I
would like to compliment the gentleman
because I know how hard he has studied
this matter and worked on it and how
interested he has been in the man-in-
space flight program. Can you assure
the committee that this money is neces-
sary and that none of it is being wasted
and that we by authorizing and appro-
priating this money are watching out for
the taxpayers and the U.S. Treasury as
well as the space program?

Mr. RIEHLMAN. I would assure the
gentleman and every Member of the
House that this committee has had in
mind exactly what he has suggested, ever
since we started our Learings back in
January. This was alluded to by the
chairman of the committee in his initial
remarks here on the floor today.

Mr. Chairman, let me close with these
brief remarks. The question before the
House today is whether we as a body
shall continue to endorse and pursue the
goal of a lunar landing in this decade.
May I say to you, no one knows all the
spin-off and the benefit that is going to
be derived by mankind from this pro-
gram in addition to the obvious strength-
ening of our total national security. I
could allude to other statements that
were made, but I want to go back again
to what my distinguished colleague from
New York said, something about the in-
ventions and the accomplishments that
can be made in this great Nation of ours.
We are a pioneering people, a pioneering
nation, We cannot sit by idly and allow
any nation on the face of the earth to
overcome us in the field of technology
and knowledge in as important a field
as this adventure into space.

My hope is that the House today will
decide favorably upon the recommenda-
tions that have been made by our com-
mittee. I commend every Member who
served with me on the committee for the
earnest and conscientious endeavor to
bring the best possible bill here today
for our consideration.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may desire
to the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
Sixes].

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to extend my remarks at
this point in the Recorb.
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. SIKES, Mr. Chairman, I share
the growing concern that the United
States is spending too much money in
space. To me there is room to believe
that we are in a race for the outer
reaches of space without any clear idea
of why or where this race will take us.
Space exploration is important and mili-
tary applications in space can be highly
important. These have nothing to do
with being first on the moon. I am
deeply concerned with the fact that be-
ing first on the moon appears to be the
primary objective of our space effort. I
am equally concerned that this may very
well not be the kind of program that
would best serve the interests of the
United States.

A prineipal reason for being first on
the moon seems to be our desire to go
there ahead of the Russians. A cold
analysis of the situation would indicate
little chance of beating the Russians to
the moon if indeed they want to get
there. They have had many firsts in
space. These have given them a measure
of prestige. However, that prestige has
not meant the end of the world for the
United States; nor will a Russian land-
ing on the moon. However, English sci-
entists who have studied Russian activi-
ties say the Russians doubt the feasibility
of a moon landing and indicate they are
not really trying to beat this country to
the moon. Obviously, neither we nor
any other country outside of Russia
knows the true facts. But if this is in-
deed the Russian attitude they are show-
ing better sense than the United States.

I have wondered many times why we
have not made a concerted effort to
achieve a joint space exploration pro-
gram which would include ourselves, the
Russians and any other nation which
has a genuine inferest in such an effort.
We have just concluded negotiations
leading to a nuclear test ban which most
of us thought would never come. It may
be that we have indeed reached a turn-
ing point in the cold war and that the
Russians are in the mood for additional
understanding with the West. To me
there is much to be said for a joint ef-
fort which would enlist the best efforts
of all interested countries in the new
and costly field of space exploration. If
we could save ourselves half the fantas-
tic cost fo which the space race is sub-
jecting wus, it would be a laudable
achievement indeed. A joint effort would
take away the unfortunate implication
that “He who gets there first gets all.”

Let us realize that the sea of space
upon which we are embarked is broad
and very largely unknown. By and large,
our moon probes have contributed little.
This would indicate a need for more or-
derly planning with less haste. I do not
know anyone who says that a race to the
moon is the most rational way to gain
knowledge in space. I would prefer to
see us build space capability on a broad
front. This broad front should carefully
seek out and study applications of eco-
nomic, military, or scientific significance.
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Actually, the military applications in
space do not now appear particularly
significant. Whatever we can do from
space in the immediate future we ean do
better from the earth. Nevertheless, this
could be an area where a breakthrough
in achievement by the Russians could be
extremely dangerous to our safety. We
dare not neglect this field. Rather than
the present program, I prefer to see a
more vigorous effort to explore military
applications in space and to see equal
emphasis on the development of secien-
tific knowledge about space. And I can-
not ignore other aspects of human needs
not associated with space which must be
bypassed or overlooked to permit one
vainglorious effort to get to the moon.

Let us put the space race in place. It
is important, but not as important as its
present tempo would indicate. I trust
that we may soon have a realistic re-
appraisal of our real aims in space.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 15 minutes to the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. KarTH].

Mr. KARTH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the bill HR. 7500. I join my
colleagues with the feeling very firmly
embedded upon my mind that no more
extensive, no more intensive hearings
were held on any bill during this session
of Congress than were held upon the bill
that is now before this Committee for
consideration.

However, before I engage in any specif-
ics on that portion of the budget that I
was privileged to handle as subcommit-
tee chairman, may I extend my sincere
thanks and personal appreciation to all
of the other subcommittee members for
having done a really magnificent job un-
der very trying circumstances, with very
little, if any, fanfare, on a most tedious
and most difficult job; because there is
nothing really exciting or glamorous
about basic research and technology and
I might add there is nothing really
glamorous about space sciences, either.

Inasmuch as these were the two offices
of NASA that we covered, I do, Mr.
Chairman, at this time offer my very sin-
cere personal thanks and appreciation to
each of the subcommittee members that
served day after day, week affer week
and month after month for 4 long
months hearing the evidence, taking the
festimony, and writing the report that
was accepted by the full committee.
The subcommiftee members I refer to
are Mr. Mogrris of New Mexico, Mr.
RanparL of Missouri, Mr. Downing of
Virginia, Mr. StaesrLEr of Michigan, Mr.
CHENOWETH of Colorado, Mr. Van PELT
of Wisconsin, Mr. MoseErR of Ohio, and
Mr. Weaver of Pennsylvania. In fact,
so exhausfive and so intensive, Mr.
Chairman, were the hearings before our
subcommittee that in the final analysis
as we voted on the many projects that
came before our subcommittee there
were only two dissenting votes and these
two dissenting votes were on two differ-
ent subject matters, or I should say on
two different projects before the
committee,

One was a minor vote, or a lone vote, if
you will, to increase the budget proposal
that we were making to the full commit-
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tee by $28 million. The other vote was
a single vote to decrease the budget pro-
posal we were to make to the full com-
mittee, by $5 million. So certainly I
think this is evidence of the faet that
there was no partisanship flavor on the
subcommittee which I was privileged to
chair. On the contrary, I think the rec-
ord is replete with evidence that all of
the members keenly appreciate the im-
portance, if not indeed the necessity, for
American preeminence in space.

Previously I stated, Mr. Chairman,
that there was little glamor in the Office
of Space Sciences and in the Office of
Advanced Research and Technology, but
there are no programs in the overall
space program that are in my opinion
any more important than those being
sponsored by those two offices. The fact
of the matter is that to fulfill the U.S.
destiny as the leading nation in space,
the space sciences and advanced re-
search and technology programs are ab-
solutely indispensable.

The research condueted by these two
offices is highly technical. It involves a
great many programs. It involves many
different projects. Therefore, I will en-
deavor not to review each of them in
detail, but suffice it to say that there are
more than 50 highly technical, highly
scientific, and grossly difficult to under-
stand programs before the subcommittee
on which I serve. These 50-some-odd
programs and projects are exclusive of
construction and faecilities.

Just to give you a feel for the diversity
of projects before the committee, let me
call to your attention that they range
through energetic particle explorers,
ionospheric monitors, orbiting solar ob-
servatories, geophysical and asftronomi-
cal observatories to propulsion systems
of all types, chemical, nuclear, and
electric, research grants and facili-
ties to universifies and colleges, space
programs of all kinds, human-factor sys-
fems, the supersonic transport, interna-
tional satellites, and so on.

Without attempting to give a definite
summary of each of these, I will try to
summarize the activities of each of the
main offices involved.

The Office of Space Sciences is engaged
primarily in small, medium-sized rock-
ets, unmanned earth orbit instrumented
spacecraft, and interplanetary, instru-
mented spacecraft.

Their specific jobs are to investigate
the phenomena and properties of earth,
to investigate the properties of the at-
mosphere, to investigate the properties
of near space, and the entire solar sys-
tem. Their responsibility is to do this
from the vantage point of space, because
neither telescopes or radar, due to the
heavy atmosphere of the earth, are
capable of doing this kind of job.

Space sciences research has unlocked
many secrets. Secrets about space sys-
tems technology, about booster power
reliability, about electronic systems and
their reliability, and about the earth’s
magnetic field, space hostility, and so
forth. Yes, Mr, Chairman, the work
that has been done by this Office of Space
Sciences has given us a new appreciation
of what the world really looks like, be-
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cause it was not too long ago we thought
it was round. Today we know that it
more accurately resembles a pear.

I might say that this one determina-
tion, that is, what the size and shape of
the earth really is, Mr. Chairman, has
many important significances, because it
affects worldwide accuracies.

If we are thinking of making our
ICBM’s accurate, this then becomes a
very important technological break-
through indeed. Of course, it affects
worldwide communications and ocean-
going ship locations and so on.

So, indeed, in this one area alone, I
suppose we could honestly agree that
this whole program has paid for itself.

In other words, Mr. Chairman, the
Office of Space Sciences has a direct
effect upon the space development pro-
gram and a very direct effect on space
knowledge and technology applications.

Let me also briefly summarize the work
of the Office of Advanced Research and
Technology.

Their basic purpose is to lay the foun-
dation, the building blocks if you please,
for advancing this Nation's space tech-
nology in all areas, and that includes the
area of aeronautics. In part their work
is a continuation of NASA'’s predecessor,
the old National Advisory Committee on
Aeronautics. Their objectives, I might
state, at this point are designed to meet
both civilian and military needs for those
who might be doubters in that area.
They do basic research on aerodynamics
including vertical takeoff and vertical
landing.

They do basic research on all mate-
rials, structures and propulsions in joint
effort with the Defense Department and
the FAA.

Another major program in aeronau-
tics is the X-15, a hypersonic velocity
aircraft with designated speeds of more
than 4,000 miles per hour and heights
reaching into weightless space.

In space oriented research, Mr. Chair-
man, OART is doing extraordinary work
in the fields of propulsion, and high ener-
gy, high specific impulse eryogenic fuels,
and the new solid propellant fuels, and I
am glad the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
FascerL] expressed interest in it mo-
ments ago, and electric and nuclear pro-
pulsion fields as well. All with the
purpose in mind of developing greater
efficiency, greater reliability, and longer
endurance for flights lasting weeks,
months, and even years and most impor-
tant of all, perhaps, ways of reducing the
high cost of building these tremendously
large boosters today.

The Office of Advance Research and
Technology is doing extensive work in
creating materials that heretofore were
unknown materials and will create ma-
terials tomorrow, I suppose, that are un-
known even today; materials in all
flelds—metals, ceramics, plastics as well
as others.

Still another most important area in-
cludes auxiliary power sources, electrie
power for space vehicle engines and con-
trol instrumentation and ecommunica-
tions and life support systems.

These developments will efficiently cap-
ture the sun’s energy, for example, and
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convert it directly into electrical energy.
I might say the development of nuclear
reactors to produce electric power in
space is probably the ultimate answer of
our real objective to go into outer space
for long periods of time.

Finally, OART does research and tech-
nological development on vehicle ma-
terials to withstand micrometeoroid im-
pacts in space and still remain of light
weight; to technologically develop ma-
terials and sealing out of heavy radia-
tion and to protect against enormous
temperature changes that vary from
temperatures as high as plus hundreds
of degrees Fahrenheit in 1 minute to
minus hundreds of degrees Fahrenheit
the next minute or certainly, at most, in
a matter of hours.

It is worthy to recall, Mr. Chairman,
that our scientific and technological de-
velopments which we take for granted
today have their roots deep in the basic
research of yesterday. I do not care if
it is the automobile or the airplane or
the telephone or the radio or TV or what,
but always this country or whoever was
developing some of the modern conven-
iences of today—always it was a fact that
first came the tedious, expensive and un-
glamorous basic research which pro-
vided the technological breakthroughs.

I venture to say, Mr. Chairman, if and
when we cease in this country to do re-
search in our Government laboratories,
if we cease research in our universities
and our colleges and in our private in-
dustries, then, and then for sure, we will
cease to be a great Nation. Make no
mistake about it.

Now, Mr. Chairman, how does the work
of the Office of Space Sciences and
Advanced Research and Technology tie
in with this Nation’s defense? I think
it is a fair question. Frankly, our space
program is a peaceful one.

Mr. Chairman, I could not help but
appreciate remarks of the gentlewoman
from New York [Mrs. St. GEORGE], when
she indicated that maybe what we
needed more of, if you please, were peace-
ful competitions between leading na-
tions. But the matter of the fact is, the
space program does tie in with our na-
tional security, and it ties in with our
national security so closely that it should
be embarrassing for those who seek to
divide it or should be embarrassing for
those who seek not to recognize it. Not
because of any ulterior motive, nor do I
charge such, because I know they are
sincere in their thinking but, rather,
from what is obviously a complete lack
of knowledge or understanding of the
space program.

Mr. Chairman, our interplanetary
monitors, our ionospheric explorers, our
orbiting geophysical instruments, our
solar and our astronomical observations
as well as our sounding rockets are doing
well. Our geo probes are at work. Our
structures and materials, our plastics
and ceramics, our research in the field of
chemical, nuclear and electrical propul-
sion, our development of auxiliary pow-
ers—how to keep a man alive in space,
how to boost him up and bring him back
alive, the hostilities of space such as ra-
diation, its magnetie fields, its meteoroids
and its solar eruptions, all these things,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr. Chairman, are directly or indirectly
applicable to this Nation’s security and,
again, make no mistake about that. For,
if ever a war is to be fought in outer
space or from outer space, all of this
technology, all of these scientific investi-
gations and the knowledge that we have
gained from them will need to be applied
to a military system to protect this
country against the enemy.

So, Mr. Chairman, with nearly every
project, with nearly every program, there
may be or will be directly or indirectly
a military application.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota has expired.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 2 additional minutes
to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr., EARTH. Mr. Chairman, let me
conclude by saying—and I shall not
dwell on the whole proposition of pres-
tige, because I think it is too nebulous if
not too meaningless for many to under-
stand, but I will say that in all cases it
is more often true than not that the
weak generally gravitate to the strong
and that nation which is strong in sci-
ence and technology commands the re-
spect of friend or foe alike, because that
is the test of strength for the future.
Therein, I think, lies the answer to fu-
ture progress.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, our
budget reductions are as follows: The
committee recommends to the House a
reduction of $89.2 million, or approxi-
mately 12.1 percent, in the Office of Space
Sciences. In addition, the committee re-
fused to authorize $7.7 million of the
Office of Space Sciences request for con-
struction of facilities. This amounts to
approximately a 30.3-percent reduction
in their budget request for construction.

Thus we recommend the House au-
thorize a total of $666,477,700 for the
Office of Space Sciences.

Similarly, the committee reduced the
budget request for the Office of Ad-
vanced Research and Technology some
$16.5 million, or 5 percent; 26.6 percent
of the requested funds were disallowed
for construction and facilities.

These recommendations were made
after careful study, Mr. Chairman, and
I think are appropriate in order to carry
on the work of these offices. They were
not made arbitrarily, but they were made
after many months of hard work,

Mr. Chairman, we recommend, and I
personally recommend, that the House
accept H.R, 7500 in its present and exist-
ing form.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. CHENO-
WETHI.

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the pending bill, H.R.
7500. I am not particularly happy with
all of the provisions of the bill. I was
hoping that some further reductions
could be made. I had hoped there would
be a reduction of perhaps at least 10
percent in the estimated budget of about
$5.7 billion. The chairman of the com-
mittee, the gentleman from California
[Mr. MirLeEr], has indicated the cut is
about 8.3 percent. I sincerely feel some
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further reductions could be made with-
out in any way jeopardizing our space
effort.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to follow
the distinguished gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. KarTH] who is the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Space
Sciences and Advanced Research and
Technology. I serve as the ranking
Republican member of this subcommit-
tee. It has been a great pleasure and
privilege to serve on this subcommittee.
I want to commend the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr, KarTH] on doing a fine
job, and for his patience and considera-
tion over the long period during which
hearings were held. I am sure you rec-
ognized his intimate knowledge of the
many technical and scientific subjects
under the jurisdiction of his committee.
I was also happy to serve with the other
members of the subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from New Mexico [Mr, Mogrrisl,
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Ran-
paLL], the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
Downingl, the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. StagsLER], the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. Vany Pertl, the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr, MosHEr], and the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Weaver]l. I thought we had a splendid
subcommittee and I greatly enjoyed my
association with the other members.

As the gentleman from Minnesota
mentioned, we made some rather sub-
stantial cuts in the appropriations with
which we dealt. The cuts are something
like 12 percent. If the other subcom-
mittees had reduced their budgets on
the same ratio we would have achieved
a reduction of more than 10 percent
in the overall budget which I was hop-
ing we might attain. I have never been
convinced that we should spend so much
time and money on the manned lunar
program. I feel here is one activity
where we could make a substantial sav-
ing. However, I am not on the subcom-
mittee handling the manned spacecraft
program and I do not have the technical
knowledge to point out just where the
cuts should be made.

Mr. Chairman, no useful purpose is
served by discussing the necessity for
this bill today. We are in the space age,
and there is no other course to follow.
We must continue to explore outer space
in order to keep up in this race, and
we do not want to finish second in this
contest. It is my personal opinion that
we are ahead of the Russians in most of
the space effort. There has been a tend-
ency to exalt the feats of the Russians
and minimize the importance of our own
achievements. I do not subscribe to this
theory, and I contend that the United
States is now leading the space race, with
possibly one or two exceptions. Of
course we do not know just what the
Russians are doing, as they do not ad-
vertise their activities, as we do. We do
know they are working hard to excel in
this space race, and we cannot afford to
relax our efforts. We have some very
distinguished members on our committee.
The Speaker of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. McCor-
MACK], was one of the original members
of our committee, and made a most valu-
able contribution to the work of the com-
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mittee. We have on our committee a
former Speaker of the House, the distin-
guished gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr, MarTIN], who is the ranking Re-
publican member of the committee. We
are also proud to have on our committee
the distinguished majority leader of this
House, the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr. ALeerTl. This is the newest stand-
ing committee of the House and has
made great progress in the 5 years of its
existence.

I want to take a moment to commend
the distinguished chairman of the full
committee, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Miirer], who has presided
over the committee with great skill and
ability. The committee has had many
difficult problems to solve, and the chair-
man has always conducted the meetings
in a fair and impartial manner. I have
never heard the slightest criticism of
any favoritism being shown to any mem-
ber of the committee or to any group.

Mr. Chairman, the responsibilities of
this committee have grown very rapidly.
I believe the first budget of the eom-
mittee was something less than $1 billion
3 years ago. Two years ago the budget
was about $1.3 billion. Last year the
budget was about $3.7 billion. This year
the sum of $5.7 billion was requested
which the committee has reduced to $5.2
billion. We are moving up our expendi-
tures at the rate of about $2 billion a
year, and I understand there will be
another increase next year.

Mr. Chairman, I feel that our Com-
mittee on Seience and Astronautics has
a definite responsibility to hold down
expenditures wherever possible. I have
the feeling that all of the items in this
bill are not of the utmost and urgent
importance. Some could be deferred, or
perhaps be abandoned.

This is an expensive program. I am
not going to say there is not some dupli-
cation and some waste in this program.
I am sure that no member of the com-
mittee will give you such an impression.
We are not scientists and experts skilled
in detecting all of fhese overlapping
functions, but we have made an honest
and sincere effort to eliminate waste
wherever possible. This committee has
done a tremendous job, has made great
progress in advaneing the space effort.

Mr. Chairman, I want to take just a
minute to discuss the supersonie trans-
port situation. I have been very much
interested in the development of com-
mercial supersonic transports which
would fly at the rate of around 1,400
miles per hour. We are aware of the
fact that just recenfly one of our lead-
ing domestic airlines purchased six of
these transports from England and
France. It appears that these countries
are far ahead of us in this program. The
name of this new transport is the Con-
corde. Delivery of these transports are
expected in this decade.

Mr. Chairman, I feel very keenly that
we should exert every effort to match
the performance of the British and the
French in this program. I want to see
the United States retain superiority in
aeronautics. This is a divided respon-
sibility, I might say, and does not fall
entirely on NASA. However, NASA does
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cooperate with the Federal Aviation
Agency and the Department of Defense.
Funds are made available in this bill for
NASA to continue this program, and I
hope that a year from now we can re-
port substantial progress on the develop-
ment of an American commercial super=
sonic transport.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very impor-
tant measure and one of the largest
authorization bills which will come be-
fore the House this year. As I said at
the start of my remarks I feel some
further cuts could be made in this bhill,
and particularly in the manned lunar
program. However, this is the best bill
that the committee could present to the
House at this time.

Mr, FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. ROUDEBUSH]I.

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of H.R. 7500, a bill to au-
thorize expenditures for our national
space effort for fiscal year 1964.

This legislation to provide a total ap-
propriation of about $5.2 billion, actually
represents a rather sizable reduction in
the amount requested by NASA, amount-
ing to about $5.7 billion. The actual cut
made by the House committee is just un-
der one-half billion.

Actually, the function of this commit-
tee was divided into three subcommittees
for consideration of this greatly ex-
panded budget. It was my pleasure to
serve under the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. TEacUE]l, and this particular sub-
committee handled those programs asso-
ciated with manned space flight.

‘We commenced our consideration of
this portion of the budget on March 6,
1963, and concluded hearing testimony of
witnesses on June 6, 1963.

In this inferim of 3 months, our com-
mittee held 31 open hearings, plus 12
executive sessions. We listened to more
than 100 witnesses from NASA, industry,
other government agencies, and from
many leading universities. We actually
visited and inspected several of the sites
where work peculiar fo our assignment
was being accomplished.

After careful consideration of all tes-
timony as well as evidence gathered by
our staff, plus our own observation, we
have recommended a total reduction
of just over one-quarter of a billion dol-
lars in our manned space effort.

This, percentagewise, amounts to
about 7% percent of the budget request-
ed by NASA.

Other members of our committee have
addressed themselves to reduction ren-
dered in the fields covered by our two
additional subcommittees, and I feel
that they are substantial.

I do not want to impose on the time
of the House membership, to again cover
this ground.

Instead, I feel compelled to inform
the House of cerfain features of this
legislation in which I find myself in
honest and sincere disagreement.

On at least one of these features, I
will offer an amendment at the proper
time. Perhaps, I shall do so on others.

May I respectfully invite your atten-
tion to the additional viewpoints con-
tained in the committee report. I refer,
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at this point to one of these viewpoints,
specifically. The point I attempt to
make here is disagreement with tre-
mendous growth in facility, training, and
research grants. For this endeavor
NASA asks $55 million for fiscal year
1964. And, again, as is poinfed out in
these additional viewpoints, this is an
increase of $25 million over the last fis-
cal year and between four and five times
as mueh as was allowed for fiscal 1962.

I also wonder about the feasibility of
the authorization of $3.9 million, for
further study and justification regard-
ing the so-called Electronics Research
Center, for which NASA asked for $5
million for actual land acquisition.

I think it is common knowledge that
NASA's intent and purpose of this re-
quest was to purchase land in Massa-
chusetts for construction of this facility.

I wonder, too, about the location of
this laboratory in Massachusetts. I
have reviewed the testimony by NASA
witnesses and the justification is rather
weak, both for its establishment, as well
as for the selected location. I recall the
remarks of the Secretary of Defense con-
cerning the lack of Research and De-
velopment Facilities in the Midwest and
areas of the South. Then I must pose
the question, Does this not further ag-
gravate this badly balanced condition?

I believe the committee generally
shares this apprehension as to both need
and location. That was the evident
purpose behind the disallowance by the
committee, of the $5 million item to
purchase a landsite. I certainly do not
quarrel with the further study recom-
mended by the commitfee being made.
If you will note page 4, line 16, subtopic
(H) of the bill, this act proposes to vest
in the committees of the House and
Senate, full authority to proceed, with
this, I think, rather poorly justified
project. Here I would prefer a change
in the legislation to provide that the
authority to proceed should be enacted
by regular legislative procedures and
allow Congress as a whole to work its
will and pleasure.

If such project is needed and properly
Jjustified as to its location, I am sure that
Congress will grant the needed authority
by separate enactment of legislation.

As a whole, I commend my chairman
[Mr. MmLEr] and the members of this
committee on a very dilizent job well
done. I think this committee has done
just as good a job as was possible, con-
sidering that this function of govern-
ment deals largely with the unknown
and untried frontiers of science.

It is not a decision for our committee
to make, as I see it, whether or not this
Nation is wisely or correctly committed
to a space effort of this magnitude.
Much debate has been generated as to
the extent and costs of this program.
Even persons of great authority and
stature in this Nation are in honest dis-
agreement as to the proper scope and
direction of our space efforts.

Again, I refer to the additional view-
points, which appear in the printed
report.

I must voice honest misgivings as to
whether the program outlined by NASA
and authorized by this legislation pro-
vides adequate return, in a security sense,
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to our people. It would seem to me that
the safety and security of our citizens,
and that of the freedom-loving people of
the world, should be the paramount test
for funds expended in our space efforts.

Secondly, I feel that next preference
should be directed to those accomplish-
ments that will benefit mankind. Here I
refer to material benefits, such as
weather satellites, which will allow a
longer leadtime in forecast of weather.
1 also think of our highly successful com-
munication satellites which electrified
the world with their successes. And, our
very important new approach to both air
and sea navigation, through the use of
satellites.

None of these benefits require explora~-
tion of distant outer space but rather in
so-called inner space, the immediate area
that surrounds our earth.

One final admonition, if I may put
these closing remarks in that form.

‘We find ourselves committed to a pro-
gram of peaceful use and exploration of
outer space. This committment, as a
national goal, was voiced by our Presi-
dent. I would say that we are in the
space business, whether we like it or not,
because we have compelling reasons to
continue these efforts. I would observe
further that the safety and well-being
of our citizens are dependent upon these
efforts.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 15 minutes to the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. HECHLER].

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Chairman, most
of us like to think we have the most in-
teresting and the most exciting job in
the world, and after the past 6 months
of chairing a subcommittee concerned
with the NASA authorization, I am sure
of it.

The subcommittee over which I pre-
sided has a long and somewhat cumber-
some title. It is called the Subcommit-
tee on Applications and Tracking and
Data Acquisition. When you take out
manned space flight and research and
technology in the space sciences—both
handled by other subcommittees—you
might think that little is left but mis-
cellaneous cats and dogs. On the con-
tary, the subject matter is inherently
challenging, and vitally important be-
cause it deals so directly in how the space
program benefits the people of America
and all over the world.

Weather satellites, communications
satellites, the huge tracking network, in-
dustrial applications, and administrative
operations—these are the subjects han-
dled by the subcommittee under our ju-
risdiction.

Every chairman probably feels he has
the finest members in the world on his
committee—but I am dead sure of it.
During the course of our extensive hear-
ings, we followed a practice which is
perhaps unprecedented in Congress. We
reached down into the subcommittee and
had different presiding officers for the
several subjects considered. My col-
league from Indiana [Mr. Rousu] pre-
sided over the hearings on tracking and
data acquisition and industrial applica-
tions; the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
Davis] presided over the hearings on
meteorological satellites; the gentleman
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from New York [Mr. Ryan] presided
over the hearings on communications
satellites; and the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. Furron] presided over a por-
tion of the hearings on procurement
policies. I presided over the hearings on
administrative operations.

The minority members of the sub-
committee, the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. PELLY]; the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. RumsreLp]l; and the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. WyDLER]
did a brilliant job of questioning wit-
nesses, clarifying the issues, and helping
the entire subcommittee to throw the
searchlight of thorough inquiry into
NASA operations. In my years in the
House, I have never seen a group work
in greater harmony and dedicated effort
toward a common objective.

Our thanks goes also to W. H. Boone,
technical consultant to the committee,
and Edward Wise of the Legislative Ref-
erence Service.

I might add that since there has been
a lot of discussion about whether there
is enough military influence in space,
certain facts might be brought out for
the record. The chairman of our full
committee, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. MiLLER] was a lieutenant of
field artillery in World War I. All three
of our subcommittee chairmen won com-
bat decorations in the European theater
of operations. The gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Teacue] was decorated 11
times as a battalion commander of the
famous “Cross of Lorraine” 79th Divi-
sion in World War II. And the gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr. KarTH] was
recommended for a battlefield commis-
sion in the European theater of opera-
tions in World War II.

ADMINISTRATIVE OPERATIONS

NASA requested $560,300,000 for ad-
ministrative operations. The committee
cut this by $52,115,000—or 9.3 percent.

The largest item in this request was
for personnel compensation and person-
nel benefits, for which NASA requested
$319,460,000. In terms of people, NASA
asked for an increase from present
strength of 28,358 to 32,500—or an in-
crease of 4,142 people. Over half of this
increase is planned for Huntsville, Hous-
ton, Cape Canaveral, and the Goddard
Space Flight Center out here in Mary-
land. The committee scaled down the
$319 million authorization by $25 mil-
lion, to bring it down to $294,468,000. In
making this reduction, the committee
did not specify any number of people
NASA should or should not hire, but
gave some latitude to NASA to apply
the reductions where it was deemed best
for the planned programs.

The other items beside personnel com-
pensation and personnel benefits cover
nine other classifications. The greatest
reductions recommended by the commit-
tee were made in travel and transporta-
tion of persons, rent, communications
and utilities, supplies and materials,
equipment and other services.

The general feeling of the committee
was that NASA must follow some belt-
tightening in its administrative opera-
tions. Every new organization which
has any national glamor assoclated with
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it gets a kind of honeymoon during
which even friendly crities rarely speak
out or ask questions. The honeymoon
is now over for NASA. The major ob-
jectives of this Nation’s space program
will be given solid and enthusiastic back-
ing, while at the same time a thorough
justification is demanded by Congress
and the people, particularly on the ad-
ministrative side of the space program.
We intend to prune away the bureau-
cratic fat, and keep this administrative
organization lean enough so it does not
bog down on the launching pad.

Congress must be equipped with better
tools to do a more adequate job of over-
sight with respect to the rapidly expand-
ing NASA administrative activities. In
former years, the authorization bill was
drawn up in such a way that a lump sum
was authorized for the category “Re-
search, Development' and Operations.”
This year’s bill has altered this approach,
and H.R. 7500 which is being considered
today separates out “administrative op-
erations” from the funds authorized for
“research and development.” These ad-
ministrative operations funds are made
available for only 1 year. In reducing
the funds available for reprograming,
this will give Congress a tighter control
and check, as well as providing closer
management control within NASA on
budget estimates as well as commitments
and expenditures.

‘WEATHER BATELLITES

Mr. Chairman, last year Congress au-
thorized $57,315,000 for weather satel-
lites. For fiscal 1964, NASA requested
a slight increase to $63,700,000. Be-
lieving that this is one of the most valu-
able portions of the space program and
that the request was fully justified, the
committee recommended that the entire
amount of $63,700,000 be authorized.

The old standby of weather satellites
is Tiros. Seven straight successes have
been scored in launching Tiros satellites
since April 1960. A total of over a
quarter of a million photographs have
been sent back to earth. Tiros has done
a good, sturdy job in the past 3 years in
identifying many hurricanes and ty-
phoons and relaying advance warnings.
Improvements in weather predictions in
the future carry vast implications for
farmers and businessmen. These im-
provements will be of prime importance
in underdeveloped areas of the world.

Tiros is spin-stabilized and space-
oriented, which means that many of the
Tiros photographs of the earth are taken
at an oblique angle. The newly de-
veloped Nimbus satellite, the first of
which it is planned to launch before the
end of the calendar year 1963, is earth-
oriented and will look at the earth verti-
cally at all times. Nimbus will be able
to photograph a wider band of the earth
and through automatic picture trans-
mission will be able to transmit photos
quicker to small weather stations on
earth. Its infrared sensors will be better
able to penetrate nighttime cloud cover.

In this fiscal year Congress authorized
$21,200,000 for Tiros, which will be
phased down to only $7,200,000 in the
amount authorized by this bill. Nimbus
will be financed by an increased fund-
ing, rising from $30,290,000 in fiscal 1963



1963

to the recommended amount of $43,800,-
000 for fiscal 1964.

COMMUNICATIONS SATELLITES

Last Friday occurred the dramatic
and apparently successful launch and
orbit of Syncom, the new communica-
tions satellite which hangs 22,500 miles
above the earth and rotates the same
speed as the earth in a 24-hour orbit.
This constitutes one step toward devel-
oping worldwide communications on an
operational basis.

NASA requested $51 million to support
research, development, and flight testing
in communications satellites. The re-
quest was for about $2 million more than
was expended last year. The Communi-
cations Satellite Corp. has been es-
tablished to exploit the private use of
these satellites. After extensive hear-
ings, the committee recommended a cut
of close to $9 million in next year’s com-
munications satellite program. Some of
this cut came out of supporting research
and technology, but the bulk of it came
out of the advanced Syncom program,
which was reduced from $40 million
down to $33 million—largely because the
committee felt that some launch vehicles
and spacecraft could be purchased in fu-
ture years.

The funds for communications satel-
lites in the next year will be spent pri-
marily on research, development, and
flicht testing of new communications
satellite systems. There will be several
additional launches of Relay and Syn-
com, as well as the passive satellite Echo.
The Syncom which was launched last
week does not contain television capabil-
ity, as in Telstar or Relay, but NASA is
working toward an advanced Syncom
which will be able to transmit color tele-
vision internationally.

TRACKING AND DATA ACQUISITION

Telemetry is a common word you hear
during the manned space flights.
Whether we are sending out scientific
satellites, space probes, developing
rockets, or engaged in manned space
flight, the tracking network, plays an all-
important role in transmitting command
signals, receiving and recording tele-
metered or voice data, and tracking the
spacecraft to determine its position.

For supporting research and tech-
nology, network operations and equip-
ment and components, NASA asked for
$231,500,000. This compares with $135,-
852,000 provided for the fiscal year 1963.
We are recommending $216,700,000 for
the next fiscal year, a cut of about $15
million in this category.

A large part of the increases in the
coming year are directly related to sup-
port of the manned space flight program
and the worldwide tracking network nec-
essary to sustain that program.

There is an item which appears un-
der “Construction of facilities”” which re-
lates to the tracking network, and
which I would like to pinpoint at this
time, Mr. Chairman. NASA requested
an authorization of $90 million to pro-
vide new tracking and data acquisition
equipment to be installed on three ships
to be modified for use in the Apollo pro-
gram. After hearing extensive testi-
mony from both NASA and the Depart-
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ment of Defense, the committee decided
to accept a proposal made by the De-
partment of Defense. The Defense
proposal involves the modification of
four existing range tracking vessels, and
the purchase of new equipment for and
the refurnishing and modification of one
new vessel. This plan would cost $80
million instead of $90 million; it would
make five ships available; and it would
mean an annual saving of approxi-
mately $4,500,000 in ship operating costs.
INDUSTRIAL APPLICATIONS

To me, one of the exciting develop-
ments in the space program is the way
in which the new discoveries and techno-
logical advances are applied to industry.
The industrial applications, or technol-
ogy utilization, program is very modest.
Only $3.5 million is involved. Up to now,
efforts have been concentrated on iden-
tifying, documenting, and evaluating
potential applications to industry. For
the fiscal year 1964, these pilot programs
will be expanded. We hope that the
space ideas and innovations will be
quickly placed into the hands of indus-
try, resulting in many new products,
processes, techniques, and devices for
the benefit of private enterprise and the
national economy.

CONCLUSION

A total of $1,032,803,000 was included
in the NASA requests considered by the
Subcommittee on Applications and
Tracking and Data Acquisition.

Of this amount, the committee rec-
ommended an approved authorization of
$937,293,000—a reduction of $95,510,000.
This represents a cut of 9.25 percent.

We believe that with such a reduction
a number of economies can be achieved,
and that the central objectives of the
program will be supported.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BELL].

Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, I should
like to add my words of commendation
to the excellent job that I believe the
chairman of our committee has done in
his fairness and his depth of under-
standing in delving into the work of this
committee. I would also like to com-
mend the very fine effort of the chair-
man of our subcommittee, the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Teacuel, for his fine
work and the amount of work and hours
that he spent in studying the efforts of
NASA.

Mr. Chairman, this is the third year
I appear before you to advocate passage
of the annual National Aeronautics and
Space Administration budget.

My assignment today in supporting
H.R. 7500 is a specific discussion of that
aspect of the appropriation dealing with
the Apollo manned space flight program.

Of the $5.2 billion recommended by
your Committee on Science and Astro-
nautics for NASA for fiscal 1964, $2.4
billion will be applied to the Apollo
effort.

It was in the summer of 1961 that your
Science and Astronautics Committee
first recommended, and Congress ap-
proved, a budget for manned space
flight.
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That first allocation covering fiscal
1963 amounted to $487 million.

The following year approximately $1.1
billion was earmarked for Apollo by
Congress.

Each year the budget has increased
because each year we come closer to
vitally important breakthroughs in our
assault on the mysteries and challenges
posed by the Apollo project.

We understood this would be the case
when we initiated the program.

Today three barriers impede the per-
formance of the United States in space.
They apply equally to military and to
scientific progress. They limit hope for
advanced American exploration in the
farthermost reaches of the universe.
They restrict us in the 100 to 500 miles
of so-called inner space where national
security must be considered.

Barrier No. 1 is booster capability.

Barrier No. 2 is rendezvous capability.

Barrier No. 3 is precision-timing capa-
bility.

Mr. Chairman, impossible to ignore in
our budgeting to overcome these barriers
is an assessment of the relative success
of the Soviet Union with the same prob-
lems.

Booster capability of the United States
in manned flight as demonstrated in
Project Mercury, is 360,000 pounds
thrust.

Russia is presently presumed to be
capable of 850,000 pounds of thrust.

Unclassified published studies suggest,
however, that the Soviets may now be
developing a new system of engines and
clustering which would increase their
booster capability by more than 50 per-
cent.

Some American scientists believe that
a new basic engine will be produced in
Russia soon and may double the thrust of
their present engine.

The response of our space technicians
to this challenge is represented in en-
gines designated Saturn I, Saturn IB,
and Saturn V. Each is part of the
Apollo program.

Booster potential of these Saturn ve-
hicles ranges from 1.5 to 7.5 million
pounds of thrust.

Rendezvous capability and precision-
timing capability must, of course, be
equated with thrust. But they also rep-
resent technical sophistication quite
apart from thrust power.

No American achievement in these two
areas matches the Vostok flights of Au-
gust 11 and 12, 1962, and June 14 and 16,
1963.

Project Apollo, for which rendezvous
and precision-timing capacity are abso-
lutely essential, is currently the best hope
of our Nation in overcoming clearly dem-
onstrated Russian superiority.

To the aeronautics and astronautics
coordinating board of NASA and the De-
partment of Defense, established in 196(
and actively functioning today, will be
assigned many considerations involving
application and development of Apollo
research.

Manned and unmanned space stations,
of interest to both science and the mil-
itary, are examples of areas in which
Apollo will be the trailblazer.
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Even in the absence of international
competition and political tension, how-
ever, Apollo would be needed to break
down the three barriers which place in-
tolerable limitations on every aspect of
our potential in space.

It may be a disadvantage rather than
an advantage that Apollo is best known
as the project by which the United
States seeks to accomplish the 768,000-
mile lunar expedition within this decade.

In point of fact, it is estimated that
between 50 and 60 percent of the pro-
posed Apollo budget constitutes basic re-
search and development on space flight.

This means that more than half of
what is done in the name of Apollo can
be applied to any space activity in which
our Government might become engaged,
now and later.

Mr. Chairman, valuable previous dis-
cussions concerning the feasibility and
desirability of the Apollo program can be
reviewed in the ConNGRESSIONAL RECORDS
of April 28 and May 24, 1961; and May
23 and July 10 and 11, 1962.

Hearings of the Committee on Science
and Astronautics especially useful in as-
sessing the program can be found in re-
ports dated May 12, 1961; May 15, 1962;
and July 25, 1963.

No new technical information has been
acquired since the Apollo budget authori-
zations for fiscal 1963 which now cast
doubt on the feasibility of the program.
All development has proceeded as
planned.

Arguments which originally justified
Apollo appropriations and programing,
and were considered acceptable by the
Congress in 1961 and 1962, still apply.

To continue the Apollo program on its
present schedule to July 1, 1964, we will
commit ourselves to the expenditure of
$2,475,900,000.

This total can be broken down in the
following way:

FPirst. For the spacecraft, described on
page 9 of your report, $911,400,000.

Second. For operations, described on
]p]:ges 9 and 16 of your report, $16 mil-

n.

Third. For procurement of launch ve-
hicles, described on pages 9 and 17 of
your report, $135 million.

Fourth. For support development, de-
scribed on pages 9 and 18 of your report,
$25 million.

Fifth. For development of launch ve-
hicles, described on page 22 of your re-
port, $1,138,500,000.

Sixth. For proportional allocation of
the costs of shared construction and fa-
cilities, described on pages 127 through
160 of your report, an estimated $250
million.

Viewed solely from the standpoint of
technology and methodology, these items
have not, to my knowledge, come under
question.

It is in the ever-changing area of pub-
lic policy that project Apollo and, in-
deed, the entire NASA budget, rightfully
deserve close scrutiny by the Congress.

In this regard I call your attention to
8 supplementary opinion on page 201 of
the report submitted by six distinguished
members of our Science and Astronau-
‘tics Committee,
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In essence the supplement deals with
the significant question of whether the
United States is intelligently balancing
Federal space expenditures between pro-
grams which contribute to national secu-
rity and programs of pure scientific re-
search.

The signers of this supplement, while
not advocating rejection of the NASA
budget this year, express a concern
which many of us feel.

There is clearly a need for more and
better information about the annual $14
to $15 billion of Government re-
search spending as it relates to scientific
priorities, national goals, and the need
for congressional and executive budget-
ary discipline.

Such concern, however, is not in-
compatible with support of the NASA
budget today.

Mr, Chairman, the Committee on Sei-
ence and Astronautics is not afilicted by
either moon madness or space obsession.

It has been for many months involved
with a businesslike consideration of the
financial requirements of the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration
for fiscal 1963-64.

From the NASA budget proposal first
submitted to us, $120 million was cut
from Apollo research and development
alone.

Beyond this, reductions of more than
8 percent of the total of the original re-
quest of the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration were imposed by
your committee.

Such a cutback is unprecedented in
the experience of this agency.

We give you a hard budget but cer-
tainly not a crippling budget.

Mr. Chairman, on this basis I speak
in behalf of the proposed allocations of
both Apollo and NASA and urge passage
of H.R. 7500 now before you.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. Dabpario].

Mr. DADDARIO. Mr. Chairman, the
authorization bill we have before us to-
day is to sustain an effort which is aimed
at making the United States the leader-
ship nation in space. It is one which we
have already embarked upon by deci-
sions made by the Congress in the past
years. How well we meet this challenge
will depend on how we support this pro-
gram today and how we sustain it over
the course of the years to come. Our
success will reflect itself in the schedule
which is on page 4 of the report that
shows that if the progress continues as
it is now based, if it is funded as we hope
it will be, if this year’s budget is sup-
ported as it is our intention that it will
be, somewhere between 1967 and 1970
three Americans will successfully go to
the moon and that this achievement will
precede that of any other nation.

How far we have come in these years
can be well illustrated by the fact that
these models to my left are in scale and
that the success of the Mercury program
has depended upon a vehicle that is
mounted on a bhooster of this size, the
model to your extreme left. It is ob-
vious by viewing the Saturn V, the model
which is on your extreme right and by
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comparing it to the first model that great
advances are underway.

If we were to analyze the Apollo pro-
gram, we can look to the report which
accompanies the bill and we can see the
intricacies and complexities of our space
program. I especially call the commit-
tee’s attention to pages 9 to 16.

It is a fact that there has been a great
deal of discussion here today as to how
closely the committee has looked at this
program and how much it has cut it
back. Although the overall cut is some-
thing in the order of 5 percent, if you
will turn to the schedule on page 9 you
will notice that the amount being re-
quested for research and development of
Apollo comes to $1,087,400,000.

This is over $100 million less than was
originally requested, and it is one which
represents a 10 percent cut. Therefore,
the attitude of the committee has not
been just to make a broad gaged cut
evenly across the board but, rather, to
analyze the program closely and to add
to the efficiency of NASA by taking cor-
rective steps which would be constructive
and helpful. I think this is what has
been done. I would urge that the pro-
gram be supported in full. The com-
mittee actions indicate that the job of
looking closely into this entire program
has been effectively done and that it is
the kind of action which does warrant
your support.

Mr. Chairman, the ultimate objective
of the U.S. manned space-flight program
is to achieve a capability for a broad pro-
gram of manned space exploration,
which will result in a position of leader-
ship in space for the United States. A
specific goal in this program is to land
a man on the moon and return him
safely to earth under the Apollo pro-
gram. The Apollo spacecraft and mis-
sion will play a substantial role in estab-
lishing the United States as the leader
in the major space science and engineer-
ing fields. Further, it will establish a
background of knowledge and experience
to be used for future space exploration
and for the development of technological
benefits to mankind. Our exploration of
the moon will be the beginning, not the
end, of a program that will expand over
the years into a wider program of explo-
ration of the universe of which we are
a part.

As the Apollo is now designed, it will
‘be a three-part spacecraft: with a com-
mand module, a service module, and
a lunar excursion module. The command
module will have approximately 300 cubic
feet in which to house the three astro-
nauts. This section is a most complex
manned space-flight device which is de-
manding the best of our industrial skill.
It will include the environmental control
system needed to provide the proper
atmosphere for the duration of the
flight; a communications center for con-
tact between the craft and the earth con-
trol ecenter; a guidance and control sys-
tem, along with associated computing
devices and pilot displays to allow for the
proper execution of the mission; and a
landing system for a touchdown at a
fixed point on return to earth. This 5-
ton, 13-foot-in-diameter section must
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also be designed to withstand the loads of
the boost phase and to provide protection
against meteorites and radiation during
the flight in space. It must also provide
heat protection for reentry at speeds up
to 25,000 miles per hour; this will be done
by a special material applied to its ex-
ternal surface, which ablates—or boils to
a gas—on exposure to very high temper-
atures. These heating rates are 8 or 10
times higher than those encountered in
the Mercury program. This module will
also have to be equipped with small pitch
control engines to stabilize the craft in
orbit, and rockets to kick the module out
of orbit in order to allow it to descend
into the earth's atmosphere when the
mission is completed. Thus, the com-
mand module must be equipped to house
three men on an extended trip through
space; lightweight, high performance,
and high reliability will be basic require-
ments.

The next section will be the service
module. This module will contain a
21,900-pound thrust rocket propulsion
system, which will have the reliability to
meet emergency conditions anywhere
along the trip to the moon. The cir-
cumlunar voyage will normally last about
5 days, but the service module will have
the flexibility to change course and
return to earth if an emergency arises.
Also, an orientation control system,
hydrogen-oxygen fuel cells for electrical
power supply, radiators for spacecraft
cooling, radar, and supplies of oxygen
will be located in the service module.
This section will also be used to make
midecourse corrections on the way to the
moon, and to provide the propulsion from
moon orbit back to earth. The engine
has the remarkable capability of being
turned off and on as many as 50 times.
This section which is 14 feet long, 13
feet in diameter and 25 tons in weight
will be jettisoned before the command
module reenters the earth’s atmosphere.

The third section will be the lunar ex-
cursion module, used to land two of the
three crew members on the surface of
the moon. This will require that it have
engines enabling precise crew control in
order to carefully lower the craft to the
surface of the moon. Throttable engines
allowing such a landing are planned to
be tested in 1964. Such a landing
maneuver will also require a specialized
landing gear; this will be a six-legged
stand with its own propulsion stage.
There will be a separate propulsion stage
for lunar ascent, with the lunar descent
gear being left on the surface of the
moon. Another requirement will be a
manmade environment to house the crew
members while they are on the moon's
surface. The lunar excursion module
will be a self-contained unit, weighing
about 12 tons, with its own electrical
power, guidance and control, com-
munications, propulsion, and crew sup-
port systems. Due to the fact that the
moon’s gravitational field is only one-
sixth that of the earth’s and there is a
general lack of atmosphere, this module
does not need the structural and heat
provisions that are required for a similar
mission on earth. This module has been
under construction since January 1963
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by Grumman Aircraft Engineering Corp,
and various tests will be started on cer-
tain parts of this section during 1964.
Testing must be done with the lunar ex-
cursion module to make sure that it will
protect the crew from the dangers of
meteorites and radiation, which are
much more prevalent on the moon than
the earth because of the lack of at-
mosphere. The most hostile condition
on the moon is these bumping meteors,
which strike the moon at the rate of
1,000 strikes per hour. Since there are
different requirements for this section
and the job that it must perform, one
of the distinctive features will be the
broadview windows that will provide ex-
tensive visual reference for the crew dur-
ing critical maneuvers, which they will
have to perform in the lunar excursion
module. Special types of glass are being
experimented with now in order to fulfill
the requirements of the moon environ-
ment on the craft. Further provisions
must be made for the easy handling of
this module as a spacecraft in order that
the crew can dock the craft with the
command and service modules that will
have continued to orbit the moon, while
the others were on its surface.

All three modules together will weigh
about 42 tons, fully loaded, including the
launch escape system similar to the one
used on Project Mercury. These sections
alone without the boosting rocket will be
80 feet tall, which is only 16 feet shorter
than the entire Mercury Atlas spacecraft
and rocket.

It was decided in July 1962, by the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration, after extensive study, that the
most economical as well as the quickest
way to get us to the moon was to use a
lunar orbit approach. Although there
had been some thought given to proceed-
ing simultaneously with two moon pro-
grams, the decision to go with one was a
wise one.

NASA is now in the launch vehicle
and spacecraft systems development
phase which will grow into crew fraining
and operational development upon which
the lunar operations will be based. After
the proper development program has
been established, manned orbital flights
will be conducted, In this way, the Apol-
lo spacecraft systems can be tested and
evaluated in a space environment; as-
tronauts can be trained; certain opera-
tional techniques can be developed and
practiced; and there will be the contin-
uation of accumulating information on
the effect of extended space flight on
both men and machinery.

The second step in this program is the
circumlunar flight. Under this proce-
dure, the astronauts will make a trip to
the moon without landing on its surface.
This step will sharpen the procedure
through which midcourse corrections
and careful navigation are accomplished
for the ultimate lunar landing itself.

The lunar landing will, of course, be
the end accomplishment of the Apollo
program. On this flight, once in orbit
around the moon, all the spacecraft sys-
tems will be checked out. Two,of the
three crew members will enter the lunar
excursion module at which time all the
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systems will be checked out again and the
final decision will be made as to whether
to descend to the moon’s surface. The
lunar excursion module will ignite an
engine providing about 8,800 pounds of
thrust. This impulse will place the
lunar excursion module into an approach
orbit that has the same time period of
revolution as the command module. An
eliptical orbit will be established so that
the low point will bring the capsule to
within 10 miles of the surface of the
moon. In the event it becomes necessary
to abort before landing, the equality of
orbital periods assures a rendezvous of
the lunar excursion module and the com-
mand module every 2 hours. At this
stage of the operation, the lunar ex-
cursion module will be traveling at 4,000
miles per hour. The decision being made
to land, the engines will be fired to slow
the rate of speed, so as to approach and
hover over the surface of the moon and
then to make a landing. The engine to
be used has already undergone statie
firing at a test stand and has demon-
strated tremendous flexibility. It can be
throttled as low as 1,100 pounds thrust,
giving the crew engine control and some
choice as to a point of landing. It is ex-
pected that this will allow the crew to
maneuver in any direction as much as
1,000 feet in its choice of a landing site.
The craft will then slowly descend and
land on the surface of the moon at a
speed of less than 7 miles per hour.

Once on the moon, the two crew mem-
bers will first check out the lunar excur-
sion module and prepare the system for
takeoff procedure. One of the crew
members will explore the moon’s surface
within the immediate vicinity of the
craft in a space suit which will allow him
a 2-hour period of activity. The other
member will also participate in turn in
this operation, This entire stay will last
for 24 hours during which the astro-
nauts are expected to perform certain
asslgned tasks including a period for
sleeping. The ascent stage of the LEM
will 1ift off leaving landing gear on the
moon. It will assume a speed of 4,000
miles per hour in a predetermined orbit
which matching that of the mother cap-
sule will bring the two craft together.
The astronauts will return to the com-
mand module, jettisoning the lunar ex-
cursion module. The mother craft has
the power to pull itself out of the lunar
orbit and accurately hit a 40-mile-wide
reentry corridor to earth. Just before
hitting the corridor, after the final flight
path adjustments have been completed,
the service module will be discarded and
the command module will enter the
earth’s atmosphere by itself at 25,000
miles per hour. This part of the oper-
ation is similar to the reentry of Mer-
cury as we have already experienced it.

In December of 1962 a model mockup
of the command and service module was
completed by North American Aviation
Corp. which is the prime contractor for
Apollo. The overall configuration of the
command and service modules has been
decided upon and firmed in design. All
major subsystem interface requirements
were defined in the same period. Pre-
liminary design of the lunar excursion
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module has been decided upon by Grum-
man Engineering Corp. and all subcon-
tractors are now working on their own
subsystem designs. Contract require-
ments have been quickly undertaken and
work has proceeded to the point where
the tooling for the production of the
command module has been 75 percent
completed.

In fiscal 1964, the command module
will undergo intensive component and
subsystem fabrication, testing and qual-
jfication and spacecraft fabrication. A
tight manufacturing schedule is expected
to be maintained to prepare for the nec-
essary testing and development of the
spacecraft. An important phase of this
activity will be the flight testing of the
RI~10 engine which can be turned off
and on and throttled back from full
power. Structural models will also be
built to test the basic design and their
ability to withstand the rigors of space
flight.

Important work is already underway
in the construction of the Apollo guid-
ance and navigation systems. Since fis-
cal year 1962, the Massachusetts Insti-
tute of Technology has been developing
this system which consists of three ma-
jor parts: The inertial subsystem, the
guidance computer, and the optical sub-
system, As a result of the groundwork
already laid, industrial contractors have
already been selected to manufacture the
equipment through which the position,
velocity and trajectory of the spacecraft
on its flight to the moon will be deter-
mined.

There are many parts to a project as
large as Apollo, which in setting the moon
as its goal is only part of a broader pro-
gram that will, without doubt, affect the
course of history for man. Taking a
look at the future of space exploration
and the role Apollo will play in this, the
multimanned space station appears as
the next step in space development.
Most of the basic hardware needed for
such a platform is already being devel-
oped. Such a station would have a varie-
ty of uses for both military and civil pur-
poses. It could provide a scientific lab-
oratory with an opportunity to study
both man and his universe. It could
provide an engineering and test labora-
tory for materials, hardware, and tech-
niques for space operations. It could
provide a command post for military op-
erations. It could be used as a base for
future space exploration, possibly be-
yond the moon. Apollo will play a ma-
jor role in this since with minor modifi-
cations the present Apollo capsule could
be used as a scientific laboratory and has
the ability to orbit two men around the
earth for 100 days or more in order to
extend our knowledge of both man and
equipment.

There is developing around the Apollo
program a great fund of new technology
which will unquestionably affect the de-
velopment of our industrial potential.
Involved, of course, is the prestige of the
United States and it is our hope that
Apollo will be the means through which
the first man who places his foot on the
moon will be an American.

Added to that is the necessary impli-
cation that the security of our country is
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also affected for man is about to con-
quer the media of space and in the near
future building on the knowledge we are
now accumulating we will develop the
ability to go in and out of space at will.
Without doubt, this will include the
ability to inspect satellites in space and
to neutralize them as well if they include
a destructive capability. Yet we should
not confine our thinking to prestige and
national security alone, for the benefits
to industry, to education, and to the in-
crease of scientific and technical knowl-
edge are incalculable. Although this
space program is newly with us and has
developed enormously in size and cost,
the prospects for the future should en-
courage us to sustain this effort in the
years ahead.

We are now on the threshold of space
development, and beneath that threshold
lie many possibilities which cannot even
be imagined. It is certain, however, that
while we proceed with such a project as
Apollo because it is in our interest to do
s0, that from it will come immeasurable
good to mankind.

Mr. Chairman, one part of the au-
thorization bill which we are now con-
sidering represents an area of specific
interest to man, for in seeking the ways
in which man can function within our
space program it holds hope for im-
proved care of his health by increasing
our knowledge of the human system.

Ever since the founding of the repub-
lic, our people have supported medical
research and experiments designed to
protect our men in battle or in strange
environments. The history of the
Army, Navy, and Air Force medical sec~
tions is a proud one, and the experience
on which they have built their current
medical capability is strong.

When the Space Act of 1958 was
passed, Congress put a strong reminder
in the basic law so that NASA would
make full use of the scientific and engi-
neering resources of the United States,
with close cooperation among all inter-
ested agencies in order to have the most
effective program and one which would
avolid unnecessary duplication. This has
continued to be an item of major con-
cern in our committee. The record is
full of reference to coordination of activ-
ities and this committee report enjoins
NASA time and time again, as it has in
the past, to work out better cooperative
procedures with other agencies of the
Government.

Medical research is sponsored through-
out our Government, where there is spe-
cial need. Not only does this make any
single effort susceptible to duplication,
but it also requires each sponsor to man-
age its program well, to insist upon justi-
fication in every instance, and to coordi-
nate with others in the field so that
maximum benefits may be assured.

As the space program developed, esti-
mates were placed before this committee
some years ago of the total effort needed.
With the new goals approved by Con-
gress in 1961, this effort has necessarily
been increased. The committee has fol-
lowed closely and personally the develop-
ment of the program. The initial orga-
nization for accomplishment of the
research was adjusted on November 1,
1961, to set up three new divisions. One
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is called the aerospace medicine; the
second, bioscience; and the third, hu-
man factor systems. Each falls under
different major offices of NASA. To con-
template the total life sciences effort in
NASA, it is necessary to consider them
as a whole.

The definitions of these three offices
explain them more fully. Aerospace
medicine provides operational support
for the manned space flight missions,
and conducts development and tests of
systems and components to assure effec-
tive performance and safety of the astro-
nauts, This affects the moon program
most specifically since it is in the accrual
of our biocengineering knowledge that
the success of man in the Apollo program
will depend.

Bioscience is directed at learning more
about biological knowledge in space.
It studies the effects on living organisms
of weightlessness and radiation, both
major obstacles which man will encoun-
ter and which he must overcome. Bio-
scientific studies are also aimed at
searching for any evidence of life in out=
er space, and for any information con-
cerning how life on earth may have
developed.

Human factors, the third section, con-
siders how man fits into advanced aero-
space systems and how these systems can
be improved. Right now, such research
is largely ground based. Fundamental
direct studies of the heart and circula-
tory system are being analyzed. Depart-
ment of Defense, the Federal Aviation
Agency, the Atomic Energy Commission
and nongovernmental university and
industria® groups are contributing to this
knowledge.

With the structural division of life
sciences research into these three areas,
it has placed a strong responsibility on
the committee to keep an eye on the
direction and management of the ef-
fort. A substantial result from this ex-
amination is demonstrated by the reduc-
tion in the authorizations of all three
sections in an attempt by the committee
to guide further coordination. The con-
tinued improvement of research facili-
ties in other areas of the Government,
such as what has been described as the
most modern and well-equipped bioastro-
nautics research center in the counfry
at the School of Aviation Medicine,
Brooks Air Force Base, San Antonio,
Tex., makes it necessary to work toward
even greater cooperation and coordina-
tion in the use of these facilities and
these resources. The tenor of the com-
mittee report in respect to the space pro-
gram and military security also sup-
ports this desire.

It should be noted, parenthetically,
that NASA has also appointed a new
consultant to conduct a total review of
the diverse programs which are carried
on in this field. This is a welcome step,
as it can lead to consolidation and a
sharper effort. But NASA cannot con-
sider its own program and its own mis-
sion without reference to the other Gov-
ernment programs. In this respect, it
must take into account the past White
House studies and the coordination
which can and should be conducted
through the Office of the Science Adviser
to the President.
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The research and development in
aerospace medicine which will be under-
written by this bill in the coming year is
directed primarily to learning more how
to protect man on the longer space
flights of Apollo and Gemini. Our
longest flight so far has been the 34-hour
flight of Maj. Gordon Cooper. As longer
flights are conducted, more can be
learned about the prolonged effects of
weightlessness on our astronauts.

The aerospace medicine funds help
manage the design of crew equipment
and systems, plus a development and
test program to make sure that equip-
ment and techniques are capable of sus-
taining men during the Apollo and
Gemini missions. The aerospace medi-
cine program also is geared to train
physicians and others in necessary spe-
cialized skills to meet the ground and
operational needs of the program.

Projects are underway to design and
develop astronaut crew equipment for
Gemini and Apollo. This includes space
suits, life support atmospheric control
and distribution systems, survival equip-
ment, restraint systems, and devices to
manage food, water, and waste in flight.
It can test environments which will be
found in the space vehicles and during
the missions and determine psychologi-
cal effects on the astronauts. This in-
formation, which is derived from the
ground testing phase, is fed back into
the drawing boards to improve the cap-
sules and the mission plans.

The space medicine program is a pre-
requisite to the flight schedule. It has
to be done promptly and effectively, so
that the information is ready in time.
For example, it is now known what forces
will govern the impact of the space ve-
hicle when Project Apollo lands on the
moon. This is being used to shape the
flight crew couch and restraint system
to protect the astronauts.

Knowing the forces, it is also necessary
to know what man can stand. This calls
for a thorough review of information ob-
tained from prior tests, some further
experiments if necessary, and the defini-
tion of tolerances to be met by the new
equipment. In fiscal 1964, much of this
work is programed to be handled at
military testing laboratories. All the
data we can secure, all the information
we can obtain, helps rub out unknowns
in the final program.

In flight for longer periods, man may
also be subject to more illnesses or in-
juries. Aerospace medical planning
must work out ways to treat them, as
well as to identify them, possibly
through new miniaturized equipment
which can be built into the capsule. As
we proceed into the bigger missions,
new boosters are coming into use, with
greater lifting power and acceleration.
All of these factors have greater impor-
tance in the longer missions than they
did in Project Mercury.

In the coming fiscal year, development
of the space suits to be worn in the ad-
vanced missions is another important
program, In the Mercury program, the
space suit was basically a protective de-
vice to benefit the wearer if pressuriza-
tion was lost. In the longer Gemini
flights, and in the lunar landing trip,
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which will take 3 days out to the
moon, & premium is placed on its wear
while performing the basic missions.
During the lunar landing, for instance,
the rugged pressure suits must contain
individual life support and communi-
cations systems for maximum mobility.
The Apollo life suit is not just an emer-
gency garment; it has got to sustain the
man’s life. It must fit into the environ-
mental design of the capsule, and work
with portable life support systems both
inside and out. It can well be the most
complex suit and supporting equipment
ever developed.

Contracts have already been let for
preliminary work on what this genera-
tion may well regard as Afnerica’s great-
est scientific challenge. Studies are un-
der way to design the sensors which are
used in recording the various physical
functions of an aerospace pilot. The
use of telemetering devices to transmit
and collect information on men in space
has been remarkable, and its use in hos~
pitals is already being developed. It is
of special importance in keeping track
of the cardiovascular system as man
undergoes extreme conditions, and we
have learned a great deal.

Medical information is also critical to
the longer stays in space. Study of life
support over 6 months, or in connection
with a possible orbiting space laboratory
are essential. These reports will have
a bearing on our security, no less than
on the exploration of space itself. This
combination of responsibility compels us
to continue this momentum.

In the future, there are still decisions
to be made that will shape this program,
Congress must determine how we can
take advantage of what we learn, with-
in our resources, to increase our knowl-
edge of the solar system and the uni-
verse. From that decision, defining our
program beyond the lunar landing, we
will best guide our future biomedical re-
search.

As these programs develop it becomes
increasingly imperative that we demand
the most efficient operation possible for
this is one area in which we must add
to our concern over the cost of facilities
and equipment the added factor of draw-
ing away from our resources of medical
manpower where we already find our-
selves in short supply.

Myr. Chairman, it is because the
Space Committee has been objective and
constructively analytical in arriving at
its recommendations that I can stand
here and assure you this is an authoriza-
tion bill which you should support in its
entirety. I urge you to do so.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
fleman from Washington [Mr. PeLryl.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, the 1964
fiscal year NASA authorization bill, H.R.
7500, was reported unanimously by the
House Committee on Science and Astro-
nautics. I would be less than honest,
however, if I did not say that I had con-
siderable misgivings in voting with the
other members of the committee, in view
of the amount of money involved;
namely, $5,238 million.

In this connection, I hasten to add
that one of the compelling reasons that
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caused me to join with my colleagues on
the committee was out of respect and,
indeed, admiration for the very con-
scientious way that the members studied
this year’s legislation, and I may add,
too, that not only did the members of
the committee screen the NASA request
carefully, but also, as a result of com-
mittee serutiny, I think many improve-
ments have been made which I strongly
favor.

First, I want to commend the commit-
tee chairman, and likewise the subcom-
mittee chairmen, especially the gentle-
man from West Virginia [Mr. HECHLER],
under whom I served, for their patience
and impartial conduct at the hearings,
which allowed all Members on both sides
of the aisle to pursue in detail the many
questions we had concerning the pro-

gram.

As I said, I voted in committee for this
bill in spite of the differences I expressed
and which appear in the report. I feel
that space is certainly an important area
of research and I recognize that it re-
quires large sums of money to do this.
This does not mean, however, that the
space agency program should not be co-
ordinated with other similar programs.
By this I mean, for example, that space
research should not be allowed to sub-
ordinate the full importance of the mili-
tary aspects of the work that is being
carried out. Nor do I think this agency
should be in the same field as, for ex-~
ample, the National Science Foundation,

In particular, Mr. Chairman, I have
stated my view in the report as to the
priority of the Apollo landing programs.
1 sincerely believe that we need an
overall reappraisal as to the priority of
various national needs, including a tax
cut, and I feel a stretchout of costly pro-
grams such as the Apollo, which are con-
tributing so to our national debt, is
desirable. I do not wantany of this pro-
gram at the cost of devaluation of our
dollar or other catastrophies which eould
result from overspending and continu-
ing Pederal deficits.

Mr. Chairman, on the other hand, I
am impressed with the progress NASA is
making in the meteorological satellite
field. NASA is accomplishing a great
deal in the way of weather evaluation
through the Tiros series of weather satel-
lites. Also, the spectacular success of
the recent Syncom communications ex-
periment is gratifying, as has been the
successful Relay and Telstar projects.
These are truly significant accomplish-
ments and indicate areas where mankind
can benefit by scientific achievement.

The space committee has made sig-
nificant strides this year in improving its
oversight capabilities and in pressing
NASA to improve its management proc-
esses. This is particularly true in the
reprograming of funds, in requiring uni-
form design criteria and construction
standards, and in separating out admin-
istrative operations. The separation of
operating funds from research and de-
velopment and the new requirement that
any unspent moneys revert to the Treas-
ury at each fiscal yearend on June 30 is
a case in point. Likewise, in future,
under this bill, unused authorizations
will expire after 3 years. All of these
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actions will improve the budgetary proc-
esses and I hope will cause NASA to
seek committee approval for major pro-
gram views and will generally improve
their operations.

At this point, Mr. Chairman, I want
to address myself to a further explana-
tion of my separate views which appear
on page 206—the last page—of the
printed committee report on H.R. 7500.

Therein I expressed misgivings as to
whether the cost of landing men on the
moon was commensurate with the po-
tential scientific rewards. I urged the
House Commiftee on Appropriations to
ascertain if in their judgment the
amount of the authorization was war-
ranted. I called for a stretchout in the
manned lunar project to achieve savings,
because, as I said, I believed there are
higher priority national programs, in-
cluding a tax cut, which would
strengthen rather than weaken the Na-
tion’s economy.

Need I say that the United States' so-
called moon-shot project, Apollo, to land
two men on the moon and return them
to earth has great and exciting appeal
for many people, but with real justifica-
tion, I think, it has drawn more than its
share of criticism. In this latter con-
nection, some, like former President Ei-
senhower, feel spending such an amount
of money in a race to the moon is—to
use his actual expression—“nuts.” Also
the initial glamour of the race with
Russia seems to be vanishing, and a high
percentage of the scientific fraternity
find fault with the Apollo program on
many specific scores.

A former president of the American
Association for the Advancement of Sci-
ence, Dr. Warren Weaver, summed up
such feeling not long ago, when he said:

I belleve that most scientists consider the
proposed expenditures quite unjustified on
the grounds of scientific considerations; and
also the frantic pace of the program to be
wasteful,

Landing instruments on the moon, it is
felt by many knowledgeable persons,
would accomplish adequate scientific
data faster and cheaper, and many stu-
dents of the Soviet space effort believe
this is the course Russia will follow.

Many scientists suspect that while we
have emphasized exploration of the
moon, the Soviets have concentrated
their efforts on achieving military su-
premacy in space. Premier Khrushchev
himself said on April 20, 1962, that his
country had not decided whether to make
a man-to-the-moon effort, adding that
“it will cost a lot.”

Sir Bernard Lovell, the great British
radio astronomer, having visited the
Soviet Union where he saw the Soviet
deep-space tracking stations, says the
Soviets are not even going to try to reach
the moon. He said:

The Russians take a very realistic view

about the value of putting a man on the
moon.

He suggested that instead, what the
Soviet space probers intend to do is land
instruments on the moon, or they may
send a man around it for prestige
Treasons.

As to our own scientists, Dr. J. C. War-
ner, president of Carnegie Institute of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Technology, on June 2 described the
space program as vain, naive, silly, and
dangerous.

This is an actual quote of Dr. Warner:

The difficulty is that we are not involved
in space exploration for the scientific or
military values to be derived, but for the
aggrandizement of national prestige that is
somewhat nalve and that requires such a
concentration of our resources in both men
and money that it could seriously jeopardize
the Nation’s future.

A physieist who is director of the Geo-
physics Laboratory of the Carnegie
Institution, Dr. Philip H. Abelson, is an-
other scientist who had taken the posi-
tion that space can better be explored
with unmanned vehicles. Dr. Abelson
was quoted recently as saying that most
scientists are opposed to sending a man
to the moon by 1970. He said the ad-
ministration’s Apollo program will “have
a direct and indirect damaging effect on
almost every area of science, technology,
and medicine,” by diverting scientists
from these fields. Dr. Abelson criticized
the program on the basis that it might
well delay the conquest of cancer and
mental illness, and also on the basis that
it would detract from our defense effort.

He said he believed a man should be
sent to the moon eventually, but that he
saw “nothing magic about doing it in this
decade.” His testimony was given before
the Senate Space Committee in connec-
tion with this same bill that we are con-
sidering today. Dr. Abelson, besides
being associated with the Carnegie Insti-
tute, is editor of Science. He told the
Senate he conducted an informal straw
poll among scientists not conneected with
NASA. The vote was 110 to 3 against
the manned lunar program. Dr. Abel-
son said man’s space exploration has
limited scientific value.

Another poll occurred earlier this year,
when a majority of 25 of America’s 55
living Nobel Prize winners gathered in St.
Peter, Minn., for the dedication of the
first American memorial to Alfred Nobel,
expressed serious reservations about a
crash space program because of the waste
involved.

While on the subject of waste, let me
read a letter on this subject:

I am a NASA employee and I know that in
the area of economy there is little or no
thought devoted to this effort of saving of
the funds appropriated for the space effort.

Many of the top management people have
had little or no formal education in business
management but are people promoted from
the old NACA organization. Modern ac-
counting methods are being approached hap-
hazardly by letting each center design its
own system and in some cases has gone com-
pletely out of bounds. In the manning levels
prescribed by headquarters, NASA admin-
istration positions are limited, so to accom-
plish what the local centers desire they have
entered into service contracts. One with
General Electric at Huntsville, Ala.,, to de-
sign their accounting system, is costing at
least $1.5 million. This same operation could
be accomplished at half this if grades and
positions were made available to hire com-
petent people who would be permanent em-
ployees.
© This is not just common to Huntsville but
is duplicated in Houston and in Canaveral.
Further the applications of the accounting
systems far exceed the need of the organiza-
tion. This approach allows GE to build a
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system so great that their services will con-
tinue to be in demand.

In other places management is reluctant
to exert administrative control to require the
employees to follow good time or job record-
ing for cost applications for fear the em-
ployees will quit. They are well paid trades-
men and they aren’t about to quit.

Cost-plus contracts are also another area
of bleeding the Government.

Speaking of waste, we are told, Mr.
Chairman, that NASA is not even making
the best use of its own scientists, nor is
it consulting with those outside the
agency. Dr. Warren Weaver, a member
of the National Science Board, and a
member of the National Academy of
Sciences, insists that scientific consid-
erations fail to justify the magnitude
of the program. He says ours is a costly
and disastrous pace, and Mr. William
H. Meckling, director of the economics
division of the Operations Evaluation
Group Center for Naval Analysis, Frank-
lin Institute, disputes claims that the
technological developments growing out
of big space programs will more than pay
for themselves.

In my own congressional district, at
the University of Washington, Dr. John
H. Bollard, chairman of its aeronautical
and aerospace program, recently made a
speech saying the Government’s urge to
reach outer space appears to be more
political than scientific. He said the
present ambitious program is especially
alarming in view of the dangerous sun
spots which will be at the top of their
11-year cycle in 1970, the year this Na-
tion’s space flights are presently directed
toward reaching the moon. Dr. Bollard
said there had been relatively little scien-
tific feedback that is of benefit to the
populace, from the tremendous studies
connected with space and its effects on
man. He said that all-out attention is
focused on the space flights instead of
the long-range benefits to mankind.

Early in June, I read an interesting
article in the Christian Science Monitor
which told of the onetime criticism of a
Boston engineer, Richard S. Morse, of the
then Nation’s technically lagging space
effort. This occurred before the first
Soviet manned space flight, in the mid-
1950’s. The article said that today, after
4 years in a key Defense Department
post, Mr. Morse feels quite differently,
and on the contrary, that swelling Gov-
ernment research money threatens to
drown industrial research and impair
the Nation’s economic future.

This former Assistant Secretary of the
Army during both the Kennedy and Ei-
senhower administrations, told a con-
gressional committee:

The present environment of federalized
research and development is rapidly becom-
ing a scientific WPA, not conducive to the
development of commercially practical ideas
or the education and traini.ng of manage-
ment talent.

Mr. Morse is another of the group of
scientists and engineers who have been
publicly deploring the Nation's vast ef-
fort to put a man on the moon before
the Soviet Union. This onetime head
of the Cambridge National Research
Corp., before coming here to Washington
in 1959, has taken the position that over-
spending is having harmful effects on
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the many major American corporations,
on universities, and on new scientific
talent. He expressed this view to the
Senate Small Business Committee and
urged a reappraisal of the research and
development effort. Mr. Morse is a tech-
nical adviser to the Commerce Depart-
ment and teaches at the MIT School of
Industrial Management. His criticism
includes the following:

1. Too large dependence on defense work
has made “the great majority of our large
defense contractors totally unequipped to
engage In successful and highly competitive
commercial business at home or abroad.”

2. “Our current tendency to expand Gov-
ernment facilities to house Government-
operated research and development activities
(drains off) experienced engineering and
management talent” from business.

3. “Under the impact of Federal funding,
many of our larger universities, influenced
by their desire for growth, are operating
business activities which could be under-
taken more appropriately by industry.”

4, Political overtones play an important
part in establishing the locations of fed-
erally financed business enterprises, the in-
creasing number of nonprofit research or-
ganizations working hand in hand with
Federal laboratorles. These compete with
industrially oriented business corporations
engaged in essential non-Government work.

Mr. Chairman, this explains my mis-
givings and why I filed separate views.

Mr. Chairman, I do not wish to imply
that all our scientists, by any means, are
opposing the lunar landing project, or
favor a slowdown in this program, but
I have raised the issue because I think
a great many thinking people are ques-
tioning whether the projected date of
landing a man on the moon could not be
delayed to better advantage. I have not
tried to accumulate a full list of testi-
mony which supports my view in favor
of a stretchout of the program, but as
the committee has been holding hear-
ings, from time to time I have been noting
statements here and there which are
critical of the Apollo project. For ex-
ample, Dr. Polycarp Eusch, chairman
of the physics department at Columbia
University, questioned the top priority
given the manned moon shot. Dr.
Kusch, Nobel Prize winner in physics,
questioned the merits of the Apollo pro-
gram as compared with other national
goals and interests. He is quoted as
saying:

I continue to believe that the new explora-
tlon should be undertaken only with the
full awareness of other important goals and
purposes. The emphasl.a on it should not
exclude the solution of problems that are
equally pressing, equally challenging, and no
less exciting.

Among these problems, Dr. EKusch
cited the dangerously low water supplies
on this continent, as well as the future
needs for fuel when present supplies of
fossil fuels are exhausted.

Dr. Harold Urey, Nobel Prize-winning
chemist and University of California
professor, says the race to the moon is
really being paid for because people wish
to be excited. He says vicarious adven-
ture is the real reason.

On the other hand, Dr. Hugh L.
Dryden, Deputy Administrator of NASA,
says this project is to develop the ability
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to do whatever space jobs—civilian or
military—need to be done.

Whether this is “leaf raking or needed
technological advance, a current ap-
praisal for Congress by experts of costs
and evaluation of benefits should be un-
dertaken. The priority of reducing
expenditures to justify a tax cut should
be carefully weighed in a nonpartisan
and objective basis.

Mr. Chairman, as I said in my separate
views, I find it hard, if not impossible,
to justify the $1,087 million allowed in
this bill for the Apollo moon project in
relation to and commensurate with
scientific benefits. So, as I say, I have
serious misgivings as to the project’s
urgency and the resulting increased
cost, which, as I understand it, will level
off at $4 billion a year, or thereabouts,
in the future. In my views, I have
strongly urged the Committee on Appro-
priations to see if such a large cost is
warranted and whether, in the overall
national economic interest, substantial
additional cuts are not desirable under
a slowdown policy. To me, $20 billion
is just too much money to spend for
landing a man on the moon, when for
a great deal less money, we could place
instruments there that would give us
much of the same scientific information.

The lunar landing project need not be
abandoned. It could be programed for,
say, 1980. In the meanwhile, we would
have developed the basie skills, knowl-
edge, hardware, and experience to make
it much less expensive, without the real
risk that we may be wasting great sums
on winning a race when there is not any
race, After all, the planning and design
of the moon landing craft, itself, as I
understand, was to be based on findings
of some of the moon probes. However,
in 11 tries to send probes to, or close
by the moon the United States has had
11 failures. I wonder if we should not
know more about the surface of the moon
before we finalize the nature of the
landing craft? This craft may have to
be completely redesigned. So, I have fa-
vored a stretchout of the Apollo
manned lunar landing project, which I
think would save money and not, as I
said in my report, do violence to other
aspects of the program.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 7500 should have
the support of Congress and I shall vote
for it, at the same time reserving to my-
self the right to vote for various amend-
ments to cut the bill. Later on, when
the appropriation bill is considered, I
hope it will be considerably below the
amount in this authorization bill.

In all, the House Science and Astro-
nautics Committee’s cutback amounts
to less than 10 percent of the $5.7 bil-
lion requested by NASA for fiscal 1964,
and much of the reduction is a deferral
and not a saving. The exploration of
the universe is going to cost a great deal
of money and take a very long time.
This is a program for orderly progress
and not blank checks. I think this
agency budget, with its multiplicity of
projects, will require continuing and in-
creasing oversight. Meanwhile, I am
sure a very hardworking committee has
done about the best they can under the
circumstances.
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Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
JENSEN].

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amount requested in
this bill; specifically that part to try to
land a man on the moon. We are being
asked today to authorize the spending
of $5,238,119,400 out of the many empty
pockets of our already overburdened tax-
payers. This amounts to more than
$100 for each American family, on an
average, to pay in fiscal year 1964, main-
ly for the purpose of trying—just trying
mind you—to put a man on the moon,
For what? I ask in all sincerity, for
what?

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. I am pleased to
yield.

Mr. MILLER of California. I shall
yield the gentleman additional time,
such time as I take up.

Mr.JENSEN. Good.

Mr. MILLER of California. You are
putting a man on the moon as part of
the exploration of outer space, and
merely as a plateau in the development
of this process.

Mr. JENSEN. I favor the explora-
tion of outer space so long as it is sensi-
ble.

Mr, MILLER of California. If putting
a man on the moon purely for the sake
of putting a man on the moon was the
object of this thing——

Mr. JENSEN, OK,

Mr. MILLER of California. I am go-
ing to give the gentleman some addi-
tional time when we have completed this
colloquy.

Mr. JENSEN. I am listening.

Mr. MILLER of California. Wait a
minute. The gentleman asked for an
explanation. I am sick and tired of this
type of approach. Does the gentleman
want an explanation? Does the gentle-
man actually want one?

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. However, I doubt
you are going to give me much enlighten-
ment,

Mr. MILLER of California. There are
some people who would not be enlight-
ened by it.

Mr. JENSEN. I remember the times
when it was quite difficult to enlighten
the gentleman, but the gentleman has
improved since that time.

Mr. MILLER of California. I wish I
could pay the same compliment to the
gentleman from Iowa. This isa plateau.
It does not mean that the objective is
getting to the moon. We do not know
whether we can ever land a man on the
moon, as yet. It means, though, that
this is a process of getting into outer
space to develop the techniques that are
necessary for rendezvous, the techniques
that will give us an application in the
military field which has not as yet taken
place. Just a few minutes ago the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. PeELLyl,
quoted Sir Bernard Lovell as being op-
posed to this, Maybe, he has received
the Air Force Space Digest for July 1963
in which Sir Bernard Lovell points out
the reasons why we should land a man
on the moon. They are purely scientific.
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Sir Bernard Lovell is one of the greatest
scientists in this field in the United
States.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa has expired.

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield
the gentleman 2 additional minutes.

Mr. JENSEN. I thank the gentleman
from California. This world is full of
. dreamers. Some of their dreams come
true, but too often they wake up and find
that tkey have just been dreaming,

Mr. Chairman, I may be wrong on this
subject, but I have not convinced myself
yet and neither has the gentleman
from California convinced me that we
should spend over $5 billion for this pur-
pose.

Mr. MILLER of California. I tried.

Mr. JENSEN. Now, I hope and pray
that the Members of this Congress will
not lose their God-given commonsense in
the consideration of this bill or in con-
sidering any bill which comes to the
floor of the House or the other body,
which seeks to spend billions or even mil-
lions of our taxpayers’ dollars.

Mr. Chairman, we have a Federal debt
today of over $305 billion. It is difficult
to comprehend just what a billion dol-
lars really is. Let me give you a little
idea of what $305 billion amounts to.
That, Mr. Chairman, is more than the
actual value of all the land in America,
all the cattle and poultry, hogs and
sheep, all of the farm buildings, and all
of the machinery on all the farms in
the United States. That gives us a good
idea of what $305 billion amounts to.
Think of it my colleagues.

Mr. Chairman, in closing I ask this
simple question in all sincerity: What
will it profit us and the peace-loving
peoples of this wide world when our dol-
lar shrinks to possibly 10 percent of its
present value, and it will just as sure as
we are sitting or standing here today
unless we make an about-face, and soon.
Why, Mr. Chairman, most every nation
in this world has lost confidence in the
stability and the value of the American
dollar, to the end that they have de-
manded gold in payment of their export
to the United States to the end that we
have lost over $7 billion of our gold dur-
ing the past decade. Does that mean
anything to you who vote for all these
huge expenditures of your people's dol-
lars? Remember this, my colleagues, it
is not only the rich that pay the hill for
these huge Federal expenditures. It is
the ultimate consumer of goods that pays
all of the bill, every dime of it, because
every tax is piled onto the price of every
commodity which the ultimate consumer
buys. Who are these ultimate consum-
ers? Seventy percent of them are peo-
ple whose income is less than $6,000 per
year, hence they pay 70 percent of the
entire bill.

Mr. Chairman, I do not stand here
and plead with you, my colleagues, just
for the sake of talking. I have been on
this job for almost a quarter of a cen-
tury. I have tried to be reasonable, I
have tried to be fair with my colleagues,
and more especially with the people of
America and this great blessed country
of ours, which you and I love. But we
are losing everything for which our
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brave youth served, fought, and died,
and we are losing it fast, the competi-
tive, free, private enterprise system.
That is what they served, fought, and
died to protect and preserve. They did
not fight for socialism or the New
Frontier concepts. They fought for
America, for the things which made
America great, were they white, black,
yvellow, or brown. And let us not forget
it for 1 minute, and I hope and pray we
act accordingly.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. RousH].

Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Chairman, my dis-
tinguished colleague spoke of dreamers.
I think it has been the dreamer who has
made America the country it is today.
If I must make a confession I would con-
fess I would hope I might be classed with
one of these dreamers.

Back in the spring of 1956 I was run-
ning in a primary contest seeking the
nomination of my party for the very of-
fice I now hold. At that time I made a
couple of speeches in which I made the
statement that the United States should
engage in activities which would prepare
it for the day when interplanetary travel
and the exploration of outer space would
become a reality. Of course, my sug-
gestions were very coldly received. I
was naive enough to think they would
be very warmly received. I dropped this
topic from the subject matter of my
speeches because my people thought that
the statements were rash and inappro-
priate for any serious-minded candidate
who was seeking this high office. Then
what happened? On October 4, 1957,
the Soviets electrified the world with an
announcement that they had placed in
orbit a satellite named Sputnik. Not
only did this accomplishment arouse the
scientific community, but the psycho-
logical impact was felt throughout the
world. I am sure my colleagues on the
committee remember the day when Mr.
George V. Allen, Director of the U.S. In-
formation Agency under President
Eisenhower, appeared before the com-
mittee and testified as to the impact that
this Soviet accomplishment had on the
entire world. These are his words:

The successful launching of Sputnik I cre-
ated an intensity of reaction throughout the
world which has rarely been paralleled by
any other single discovery or invention. The
public awareness of the first sputnik was
almost universal. People in remote areas
of even the most remote countries knew of
this sensational event within a few daya.

This marked the beginning of a new
era—an era of exploration and exploita-
tion of the wonders of space and uni-
verse.

Mr. Chairman, the country was justly
aroused and we also engaged in an inten-
sified effort to place ourselves in this race.
Today we are discussing perhaps the
most complex bill we have discussed
since I have been on the Committee on
Science and Astronautics for some 5
years now. In addition to the moneys
involved and the programs involved, I
believe we are involved in a much larger
issue. Again I would like to refer to
one of Mr. Allen’s statements, because
his statement really aroused me and
pointed up to me what we were actually
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endeavoring to do in this space effort.
He stated as follows:

Probably the most significant result of the
Soviet success is a change in the overall im-
pression of the people of the world about the
Soviet Union. In public opinion parlance we
speak of this as the revised Soviet image.
The change goes beyond the field of space
technology. It covers all of Soviet science
and technology plus Soviet military power
and general standing.

I do not think it can be disputed that
before sputnik very few people believed
that the Soviet Union could possibly
challenge America in any scientific or
technical endeavor, but now Soviet suc-
cesses in space are taken as an indicator
that the Soviet Union can challenge us.
Much was made of the fact that we are
spending over $5 billion in this effort. I
would ecall your attention to the fact that
we are spending over half of our budget,
over $50 billion, in the defense of our
country. We are concerned about the
advances of communism. We appro-
priated billions of dollars and sacrificed
thousands of lives in Korea as a defense
against communism. We are concerned
about Cuba, Laos, Vietnam, Thailand,
China, and other areas of the world
where we are defending against com-
munism. This is as it should be, but
now we have the chance to go on the
offensive in a peaceful way in this great
battle in the cold war. I think it is time
for us to undertake this endeavor. But
now we have the chance to go on the
offensive and prove to the world that a
free country, that a democracy, that a
competitive system cannot just survive
but can lead the world in scientific and
technical achievement.

This is a battle in the cold war. It is
an effort which not only commends itself
to the great adventuresome American
spirit but to the betterment of our way
of life. The victory will not be in land-
ing on the Moon or exploring Mars but
the victory will be that the spirit, in-
genuity, and determination of a free peo-
ple have prevailed.

Mr, FULTON of Pennsylvania. M.
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. RUMSFELD].

Mr. RUMSFELD. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time to discuss some of the aspects
of HR. 7500, the 1964 National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration Au-
thorization Act.

The committee has labored diligently
to bring to the floor the best possible bill.
During the course of lengthy delibera-
tions, there naturally have occurred
differences of opinion and approach.
I would state, however, that the space
program and, particularly, its impact on
national security, is certainly not a
partisan matter. Where individuals, in-
cluding this Member, have differed with
the committee, we have set forth these
views as additional views in the report.
But before discussing some of the specific
differences, I want to commend the
chairmen of the committee [ Mr. MILLER]
and of the Subcommittee on Applications
and Tracking and Data Acquisition [Mr.
HecHLER] for their courtesy and fairness,
and the members on both sides on their
determination to explore, to the extent
possible, all of the many aspects and
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complexities of our civilian space pro-
gram. It is my belief that in view of the
time and staff assistance available to
the committee, they have done a good
job. Hopefully, in future years, with
additional staffing, and I know that this
subject will be covered in greater detail
by the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
GURNEY ], we will be able to do an even
better job of reviewing the ever-growing
NASA expenditures.

The administration request for 1964
was approximatly $5.7 billion. The bill
on the floor today proposes authorization
of slightly in excess of $5.2 billion. This,
it should be pointed out, compares with
the $3.6 billion authorization in fiscal
year 1963, so while there have been some
cuts from the administration’'s request,
the total authorization in this bill is still
substantially in excess of the 1963 level.
It should be pointed out further that in
both committees and in subcommittee,
many amendments were offered by vari-
ous Members to further cut and revise
the various programs in this budget. I
sincerely believe that it could be cut
more and am hopeful that the Appro-
priations Committee will see fit to take
action in this direction.

Mr. Chairman, I should at the outset
state that I intend to support amend-
ments which will be offered today by the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. RoubpE-
BusH] to reduce facility training and re-
search grants, by the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. PeLry] to reduce the
authorization for advance design de-
velopment, by the gentleman from New
York [Mr. WypLER] to delete authoriza-
tion for the proposed Electronic Research
Center in Boston, Mass., and by the gen~
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr, WEAVER]
to reduce the authorization for the Life
Sciences Research Laboratory.

With respect to the Electronic Re-
search Center, it should be pointed out
that the committee has wisely decided to
delay construction of this facility pend-
ing further report from NASA as to both
the justification for such a facility and
also the desirability of placing that fa-
cility in Boston, Mass. My only point of
difference with the committee action is
that it is my hope that upon receipt of
the report from NASA the matter will be
considered by the Congress as a whole,
in view of the $50 to $60 million that is
involved, rather than simply be directed
to the House Science and Astronautics
Committee for approval or rejection as
the committee may deem advisable.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to turn to
a necessarily brief discussion of national
space goals. We are being asked to pro-
vide $5.2 billion for the programs of the
National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration for fiscal year 1964, or over 5
cents of every Federal tax dollar. For
the past 4 days, I have inserted in the
CONGRESSIONAL REcorD statements ques-
tioning the logic of our national space
goals and, in addition, have submitted
additional views to this report.

The focal point of the criticism is the
Apollo project for a manned lunar land-
ing, which, according to NASA officials,
absorbs approximately $3.2 billion of
this authorization bill. To quote from
an article in the August issue of Atlantic

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

by Dr. Robert Jastrow, Director of the
Goddard Institute for Space Studies,
and Dr. Homer E. Newell, Director of the
Office of Space Sciences in the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration
headquarters, I quote:

The Apollo budget which has produced
the current outery stems from a decision
taken in 1961. At that time, the man-in-
space program was expanded beyond the
limited Mercury effort to a full-scale attack
on the problems of manned flight to the
moon and planets. The impetus for the de-
cision came from a series of Soviet achieve-
ments in February and March of 1961, when
the U.S.8.R. launched in rapid succession
four spacecraft, each weighing 10,000 pounds
or more. These were followed on April 12,
1961, by the successful orbiting of Major
Gagarin in a 14,000-pound spacecraft and
his safe recovery after a circuit of the earth
in 1 hour and 47 minutes. Thus the world
saw the Soviet Union achieve man's first
flight in space.

On May 26, 1961, President EKennedy laid
the Soviet challenge before the American
people. He urged the Nation to commit it-
self to the goal of landing a man on the
moon and returning him safely to earth be-
fore the decade was out. The President's
message suggested the reasons underlying
this recommendation: we faced the gloomy
prospect of standing second to the U.S.S.R.
in manned flight for years to come; the
manned lunar landing would be the first
major space achievement in which the U.S.
effort could reach its full strength; a vigor-
ous effort could achieve a manned lunar
landing by the end of this decade; and if
the United States set 1970 as its target date
for the lunar landing, it would have a good
chance to reach this goal before the U.S.5.R.

President Kennedy asked for a careful ex-
amination of the proposed commitment: “I
think every citizen of this country as well as
the Members of Congress should consider
the matter carefully in making their judge-
ment * * * there is no sense in agreeing or
desiring that the United States take an
affirmative position in outer space unless we
are prepared to do the work and bear the
burdens.,”

In July, 1961, the Congress voted over-
whelmingly for the funds requested to
move the space program into high gear. In
1962 Congress reaffirmed its support by
doubling the budget of the previous year.

Today, in 1963, we are again asked to
reaffirm our support of that decision. I,
for one, am reluctant to do so. The
principal reason for support of this bill
is that, unfortunately, there is no other
program, comparable to the moon pro-
gram, to develop space techniques at
this time. Specifically, my concern is
the emphasis of this Nation on nonmili-
tary space programs involving outer
space, on the one hand, and, on the
other, the fact that this Nation has not
authorized a single military space weap-
ons system. To quote Air Force Chief
Gen. Curtis E, LeMay:

We must not risk the danger of walting
for the enemy to demonstrate capability
before we undertake developmeut. of our
own, The visible threat requires a vigorous
military program.

Despite the clear and present danger
of the cold war, this Nation is continu-
ing to give top priority to the prestige
of the moon program for peaceful pur-
poses, while we are failing to make any
attempt to comprehensively reevaluate
and reappraise our national space pos-
ture and national space goals in the light
of the cold war in 1963.
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Moneys authorized by this bill, as pre-
viously, are basically for nonmilitary,
scientifically oriented programs. Mili-
tary space programs are authorized
through the House and Senate Armed
Services Committees. The roles of the
National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration and the Department of Defense
and the extent to which national secu-
rity is involved in the ecivilian space pro-
gram have been difficult to define. It is
my conviction that the space goals of
this Nation must be directed toward na-
tional security as well as to peaceful
development of space. I believe that a
clear definition of space-age responsi-
bilities between NASA and DOD, and
vastly improved coordination between
those agencies, are necessary to the de-
velopment of an effective program if the
military role in space is to be properly
implemented. The Congress and the
country are properly concerned about the
present course of the U.S. space program
as we consider this $5.2 billion NASA
authorization bill. Perhaps nothing is
so portentous for the future security of
the United States as the proper em-
phasis on space developments.

The one aspect of the space program
of which all Americans are aware is the
so-called moonshot, programed at a
cost of $20 billion to $40 billion or more.
Frequently, comments are heard as to
the potential “prestige” of the moonshot
and the urgent need to “beat the Rus-
sians to the moon.” These expressions
are, to be sure, sincere. There is little
doubt but that by successfully complet-
ing the moon shot, the United States will
gain vast prestige. But, while gaining
such prestige in our efforts to beat the
Russians fo the moon, this Nation runs
the risk of jeopardizing our national se-
curity. Specifically, I find it difficult to
justify the expenditure of this amount
of money, over $1 billion of which is au-
thorized by this bill, for the Apollo moon
project in relation to what I believe to
be its technological, seientific, and mili-
tary benefits, when compared with other
alternatives available to us.

The crux of the argument falls on the
distinction between the areas of space
surrounding earth to a distance of 100
to 500 miles, called inner space, and the
far reaches of space, hundreds of thou-
sands of miles away, called outer space.
Exploiting either of these vast areas will
result in much knowledge which could
be employed in exploiting the other in
addition to adding substantially to na-
tional scientific know-how. However, the
result of the manned moon landing will
be largely prestige, while the result of
achieving supremacy in inner space will
be the ability to introduce or prevent the
introduction of nuclear-armed satellites,
together with other significant national
security factors, such as the possibility
of influencing or controlling the com-
mand and control systems of a potential
enemy, or of preventing such influence
or control of our own command and con-
trol systems as well as communications,
reconnaissance, and surveillance capa-
bilities. If the Russians orbit a military
space platform, even if it were not em-
ployed militarily, they could use the 2-
to 5-year lead time to press their advan-
tage at the bargaining table. Given an
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absolute weapon superiority, it is possible
for a nation to implement its policies
for peace or war, on its own terms.

The present announced goal of this
Nation is to develop space for peaceful
purposes to assure that we are not pre-
empted in this new dimension. The de-
termination to proceed with the moon-
shot indicates that this goal refers in
large part to outer space. This is a noble
ambition, but, I believe, it ignores the
main thrust of the Soviet space aim,
which is to dominate inner space through
the ability to exercise control over the
surface of the earth.

Every indication leads a prudent man
to the belief that the Soviet goal in space
is no different from Russian goals in
other media, namely, world domination.
The missile ambush in Cuba of but a
few months ago shows ecategorically
Soviet ambitions. Specifically, Soviet
space successes demonstrate that they
possess good capability with heavy pay-
loads, some capabilities in rendezvous
techniques, and excellent endurance per-
formance, all of which emphasize their
greater concern with inner space. To-
gether with this, one must consider con-
tinued Russian successes in the field of
nuclear testing and their explosion of a
vastly powerful 50-megaton bomb, which,
if detonated from space could conceiva~
bly devastate hundreds of square miles
of the earth's surface.

In short, the Soviet potential in inner
space could, in the immediate future,
pose a significant new fourth-dimen-
sional threat to our national security.
Perhaps equally significant is the way
in which such a threat from space, as-
suming this potential military capability
is not used, could be employed to ad-
vance and buttress the known Soviet
techniques of nuclear and missile black-
mail.

With this distinet possibility—this
threat facing us as a Nation—what
course should we pursue? Should we
continue a major effort, at great expense,
to place a man on the moon? Should
we continue to deemphasize the national
security aspects of inner space? I sug-
gest that such a course imperils national
security.

To my knowledge, the United States
does not, today, have a top priority pro-
gram to achieve military superiority in
inner space. The United States is not
proceeding rapidly with a single military
space weapons system. In addition,
there is no high-priority, comprehensive
attempt being made to reevaluate and
redefine our national space goals. While
I appreciate that the military aspects of
space do not fall within the jurisdiction
of this committee, I believe that military
space programs are not proceeding at
a responsible pace, principally because of
the vast sums being expended on the
moon program and the resulting drain
of technical and scientific talent which
the “urgent” guest for the moon causes.
Specifically, we have committed our-
selves to less desirable and less urgent
national space goals.

The Congress, in the National Aero-
nauties and Space Act of 1958—Publie
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Law B85-568—described the policy and
purpose of the act as follows:

Sec. 102. (a) The Congress hereby declares
that it is the policy of the United States
that activities in space should be devoted to
peaceful purposes for the benefit of all man-
kind.

(b) The Congress declares that the general
welfare and security of the United States
require that adequate provision be made for
aeronautical and space activities. The Con-
gress further declares that such activities
shall be the responsibility of, and shall be
directed by, a civilian agency exercising con-
trol over aeronautical and space activities
sponsored by the United States, except that
activities peculiar to or primarily associated
with the development of weapons systems,
military operations, or the defense of the
United States (including the research and
development necessary to make effective pro-
vision for the defense of the United States)
shall be the responsibility of, and shall be
directed by the Department of Defense; and
that determination as to which such agency
has responsibility for and direction of any
such activity shall be made by the President
in conformity with section 201(e).

Clearly, the emphasis, as between
NASA and Department of Defense, of our
national space program is determined
by the President. I suggest that the
emphasis as indicated by a military space
request of slightly more than $1.5 bil-
lion for fiscal year 1964 as opposed to a
NASA request of $5.7 billion, has not
properly reflected the national security
aspects of space exploration.

What course should be taken if we are
{o concern ourselves with national se-
curity aspects of space? I suggest that
the first step, through an urgent note
sounded by the Congress, is to establish
immediately a top priority select com-
mittee of the House of Representatives,
composed of members from both the
Armed Services and Science and Astro-
nautics Committees, to reevaluate, re-
appraise, and, if the facts warrant, as I
sincerely believe they will, redefine our
national goals in space, and then take
prompt action to achieve revision of the
emphasis, approach, and allocation of
funds in our civilian and military space
programs., Until such a report is sub-
mitted and this question has been fully
aired, current civilian programs should
move ahead at a reasonable rate.

The United States has achieved a high
level of competence in space disciplines
and techniques. We have a start toward
a military space program. We have, in
addition, the National Aerounautics and
Space Administration, representing a
high degree of space competence. The
question is one of emphasis. Bluntly,
the question is national security. In
short, I think that it is essential for space
military superiority and hence survival
as a nation to put far greater emphasis
oIl innerspace programs.

Mr. Chairman, as a nation, we could
perhaps afford to lose the race to the
moon, if, indeed, there is presently such
a race. But even if there were such a
race, it would be a race of prestige, a
race for the dramatic demonstration of
scientific and technological space com-
petence. On the other hand, for our
very survival, we cannot afford to lose
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the race with the Soviets involving the
national security aspects of space.

In the document authored by Drs.
Jastrow and Newell which I cited earlier,
titled, “Why Land on the Moon?” which
is currently being circulated as a NASA
document the administration has set
forth its reasons and justifications for
the $20 to $40 billion expenditure on the
Apollo project. As sound as the decision
may have been in 1961, the arguments
today are unconvinecing. The first point
cited—on page 4—builds up the straw-
man argument against the moon pro-
gram that the funds might better be
spent on medical research, education,
and so forth, and then proceeds to point
out that space money cannot readily be
rerouted. This, of course, is not the
question involved.

The next point—on page 5—states
that the following positive values can be
derived from fthis investment, and I
quofe:

The fruits of research into fundamental
problems of science, economic returns from
the application of satellites to communica-
tions and weather forecasting, long-range
technologlical benefits accruing to indusiry,
a general stimulus to sclence and science
education, and, most important, the security
which comes from leadership In space.

I would respectfully suggest that the
so-called “positive values™ would accrue
to this Nation regardless of whether or
not our space program was aimed at
supremacy in inner space or the manned
lunar landing in outer space. This,
again, is not the question. On pages 5,
6, and 7, they superficially discuss the
advantages of manned lunar exploration
as opposed to less expensive unmanned
lunar exploration, stating that “the heart
of the program is man in space, the ex-
tension of man's control over his physi-
cal environment,” and econclude by
saying:

Thus the pace of the program must be set
not by the measured pattern of sclentific
research but by the need for vigorous re-
sponse to the national challenge.

This frequent reference fo the “na-
tional challenge” is indeed an illusory
concept. If prestige seeking is the “na-
tional challenge,” then possibly we could
all learn a good deal by reading Al Capp's
“Lil1 Abner" comic strip and studying
the psychological motivation behind the
“shtoonk,” the worthless animal that
achieved its desirability simply because
it was worth nothing at all. Pages 8
through 17 profess to discuss the scien-
tific objectives of lunar exploration, yet
nowhere do these administration spokes-
men come fo grips with the national
security aspects of inner space. They
point out that out of this interest and
activity of the moon race a separate dis-
cipline is forming with a distinet entity
and integrity, called “space science,” and
that “this revival of the spirit of cath-
olicity in science is an important accom-
paniment to space research.” I submit
that much of what they say is equally
applicable to exploration of inner space.

They conclude, and I believe that it is
important to understand the supposed
theory behind this $20 fo $40 billion ex-
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penditure of the taxpayers’ dollars; and
‘I quote:

Even more valuable for the future welfare
of the Nation, the space program has a pro-
nounced effect on young people. It appeals
to the imagination of the student, and pro-
vides him with an additional stimulus to
remain in school, to discipline his energies
to the attainment of constructive ends, and
to acquire the training necessary for ad-
vanced scientific and technical work. This
can be one of the great contributions of
space research—that through its general
interest it may assist in the transformation
of values which is so badly needed for the
realization of the full potential of talent
and energy in the United States.

These are the s values of space ex-
ploration: the benefits of basic research, eco-
nomically valuable applications of satellites,
contributions to industrial technology, a
general stimulus to education and to the
younger generation, and the strengthening
of our international position by our accept-
ance of leadership in a historic human enter-
prise. The current discussion of these values
in the space program has served the United
States well in directing its attention to ques-
tions of national purpose. But, however we
may try to break the program down into its
elements and to attempt a detailed balanc-
ing of debits and credits, the fact remains
that the space effort is greater than the sum
of its parts. It is a great adventure and
a great enterprise, not only for the United
States but for all humanity. We have the
power and resources to play a leading role
in this effort, and it is inconceivable that
we should stand aside.

To summarize briefly, I believe it can
be said that the principal reason for
supporting the moonshot portion of this
bill, for voting for $5.2 billion for fiscal
year 1964, is the lack of a well-defined
alternative today and the hope that a
select committee of the House will be
appointed to immediately study the logic
of our national space goals. The argu-
ment is made that this program has
military implications. To be sure, it
does. But the question is the relative ex-
tent of these implications when com-
pared with inner space emphasis. When
pressed for an argument favoring the
moonshot, the comment is frequently
made that it is a trip similar to that
made by Columbus, exploring in the un-
known, with great prestige involved.
Well, that is fine. But there also would
be prestige and knowledge of the un-
known gained by achieving supremacy in
inner space. And the exploration and
supremacy of inner space has the added
national security advantage, which I be-
lieve to be of utmost importance. When
further pressed for an argument for
the moonshot, I have heard the state-
ment, “Well, we have started the moon
program and we cannot stop.” I reject
this argument and suggest that we can-
not afford to continue to deemphasize
the military implications of inner space.
We cannot risk our national security and
the freedom of the whole world by con-
tinuing to drain the dollars and scien-
tific and technical talent available in
this country by continuing the race to
the moon, which very likely is no race
at all, and ignoring the very urgent and
vital race for supremacy in inner space.

Mr. Chairman, for this Nation, today,
in 1963, to publicly alter our aproach to
the space age would require a major and
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significant change in national policy.
One obvious deterrent to such a dramatic
change of policy is that inevitably the
personal prestige of those who have made
the initial decision and those who have
vigorously supported this original policy
would be in jeopardy. This, of course,
would touch both the present administra-
tion, the past administration, and mem-
bers of both political parties here in the
Congress. However, I am convinced
that both the administration and the
Members of Congress are more concerned
about the course of this country and the
security of the free world than they are
about personal prestige. And, further,
I am hopeful that regardless of any per-
sonal opinions on this complex subject,
all Members will assist in seeking a select
committee of the House to study these
national space goals and, if the facts
warrant, make recommendations to re-
vise these goals. I have today intro-
duced a House resolution calling for a
select committee of the House to study
our broad national goals in space; a task
that no congressional committee is now
performing, and urge the support of each
Member.

Mr. Chairman, any problem of such
complexity and uncertainty is subject to
varied interpretations. It would be ex-
cellent if we could wait until all the facts
were in. But all the facts are never in,
and national security must not wait. I
know that every Member of the Congress
is vitally concerned with national se-
curity. I claim no secret intelligence or
special knowledge. My one purpose in
this statement is to express my concern—
indeed, alarm—about the logic of our na-
tional space goals. I dare not, in good
conscience, both as a Member of Con-
gress and as a citizen of this country, fail
to raise these serious questions for the
consideration of the Congress.

Mr. Chairman, there has been much
talk of dreamers today. I would suggest
that unless we as a Nation promptly ad-
dress ourselves to the national security
aspects of supremacy in inner space, the
dream of the moon landing may well
turn into a nightmare.

Mr. FULTON of Pennylvania. May I
compliment the gentleman from Illinois
on his fine presentation and his good
work on the committee.

Mr. Chairman, I now yield 5 minutes
to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
Grossl.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, in the
light of the proposal in this bill to locate
an electronics center at Boston, Mass.,
I should like to review a little of the his-
tory of the space laboratory at Houston,
Tex. I have before me the Washington
Sunday Star of November 18, 1962, from
which I propose to quote briefly., The
article is entitled, “Moon Flight Plans
Cause Houston’s Surging Boom.” The
Newspaper says:

In mid-August the criteria were approved
by Space Administrator Webb and his Dep-
uty, Hugh L. Dryden, although this fact was
not made public at the time.

This apparently was in mid-August of

1962. The article continues:

Even before its inspection was completed,
the committee sald through a spokesman
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that Houston “more than meets the agency's
criteria.”

Dr. Dryden has denied that there was any
irregularity in the selection process, but he
has conceded that political considerations
may have been involved.

“There were no political deals involved—
none at all,” Dr. Dryden told an interviewer.
“But we live in a real world; we are aware
of political realities.”

The article continues:

At any rate, Houston was indeed selected.

Then came the actual land selection and
acquisition.

Of the three Houston area sites examined,
two—Ellington Air Force Base and Ban Ja-
cinto Ordnance Depot—

And Members will remember how the
San Jacinto Ordnance Depot was aban-
doned, although the military said it was
the best ammunition outloading faeility
in the United States. The point is that
tract, already owned by the Government,
was not made the site of this expensive
laboratory. Instead the space outfit
went out and bought land, expensive
land, according to this article.

Continuing to quote from this Wash-
ington Star article:

Ellington Air Force Base and San Jacinto
Ordnance Depot—already were owned by the
Government.

Both had been extensively developed and
both were closer to Houston than was Clear
Lake. The ordnance depot was quite close
to deep water.

But Clear Lake was selected even though
its choice involved purchase by the Govern-
ment of nearly a square mile of land—at a
price about 12 percent above the highest
appraisal made of the site’s fair market
value. This land, incidentally, had to be
drained before construction of the Space Lab

could begin.

NASA has not let outsiders see the minutes
of its site selection committee. So it is not
known precisely what factors were consid-
ered in passing over San Jacinto and Elling-
ton in favor of Clear Lake.

Continuing, the article says, and I am
excerpting it, because of lack of time:

But within 6 months after the NASA an-
nouncement, land values in the area jumped
to more than $5,000 an acre. BSince then
they have virtually doubled again. Poten-
tially Humble's West Ranch holdings are
easily worth a quarter-of-a-billion dollars,
compared with the $9.2 million Humble paid
for it in 1938.

What I am ftrying to say here and
using this article to prove, is that these
space installations are pretty plush deals,
either for Houston or Boston.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. 1yield to the gentleman.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Would not
the gentleman be fair to other Members
of the House——

Mr. GROSS. Just a minute.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I just want to
point out one thing.

Mr. GROSS. I want to point out one
thing to you. On my time, I am not
going to be very amenable to any of this
fair or unfair statement business.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. All right, then
I will put it in a different way.

Mr. GROSS. All right.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Would not the
gentleman give the House better infor-
mation, if he took our hearings of last
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year when Members on the Republican
side and the Democratic side heard every
person involved in this? There is a com-
plete hearing of last year on the Houston
site. Would not the gentleman give us
better information if he took that and
quoted from that hearing insftead of
quoting some newspaper article that no-
body knows who wrote it or why?

Mr. GROSS. I will give you the name
of the man who wrote the article, and I
have not seen any denial of it.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Butf would it
not be better information to give to the
Members to get all the hearings and read
just what was said?

Mr. GROSS. You do not deny the in-
formation that is confained in this article
that is written by Mr. William Hines, the
Washington Star science writer; do you?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I would deny
the implication of what is written in it—
very much so. If the gentleman would
read the hearings, he would read what
was said before our committee last year.
‘We had the people before our committee
and that will tell you the story of what
was done. The gentleman ought to take
something more accurate than some
newspaper story. I do deny the implica-
tion that there was skulduggery and
crookedness in picking a site.

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman does
not believe this article, and if he takes
issue with it, why did he not deny it long
ago?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I do deny it.
We called people in, I was chairman of
the subcommittee and other members of
the committee were there and fhe wit-
nesses before the committee were asked
why the site of Houston was being
picked.

Mr. GROSS. You do not deny this
article in the Washington Star and you
are not saying that you do.

Mr. Chairman, before I vote to launch
the building of a $50 million electronics
center for the Space Administration at
Boston, Mass., and in the light of the in-
formation contained in this article, I
want a full and complete bill of particu-
lars. I want to know who and what is
responsible for these huge spending pro-
grams. Too long has the Space Adminis-
tration been treated as untouchable.

This business of probing into space and
shooting for the moon started with an
appropriation of $338 million in fiseal
year 1959. Today, in this bill, the tax-
payers are being asked to cough up $5,200
million, more than $2 billion of which
is for this moon business. We are al-
ready borrowing billions of dollars each
yvear to operate this Government. How
much longer can the citizens of this
country endure these hurdens?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Towa has expired.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 5 minuftes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WEAVER].

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the bill, H.R. 7500,

I want to add my words of compliment
to our fine chairman of the committee,
the distinguished gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Mrirer], and our subcom-
mittee chairman, the distinguished gen-
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tleman from Minnesota [Mr. KarTH],
who was so helpful to me in this first
year on his committee.

I would like to emphasize the problem
of national security and add a word of
concern and caufion although I speak
in favor of this bill, H.R. 7500.

I would like to say a few words about
my concern based on the Soviet space
program.

Mr. Chairman, while the United States
dramatically races to the moon, can it be
the Russians have sef their goal for space
confrol? A clear definition of our mu-
tual objectives is difficult. The United
States has placed international prestige
and a manned lunar landing as its pri-
mary goal. We have placed space con-
frol for national security or peaceful use
secondary.

Let us take a look at the Soviet space
program.

The U.S.S.R.’s space program and mili-
tary missile program have been closely
linked from their inception and it is
probable that many of the scientists, en-
gineers, and technicians work on both.
According fo Soviet Academician L. I.
Sedov, a leading scientist and spokesman
on aerospace matters:

There is one large team in Russia that
handles all space projects. The same key-
men are in charge of guidance, tracking and
other segments for each of the projects. It
is a very large team and it can well take care
of several projects in parallel. We have no
distinetion between military and civillan
projects.

Below the level of cenfral executive
control and coordination a wide variety
of organizational components probably
handle assigned portions of the work.
There are undoubtedly a number of re-
search-design instifutes working exclu-
sively on space vehicle and guided missile
design development and fabrication. In
addition, supporting projects are carried
on in classified project sections of re-
search establishments of the Academies
of Sciences and higher educational insti-
tutions. The Chief of Artillery Director-
ate of the Ministry of Defense probably
establishes military specifications for ad-
vanced weapons systems and oversees the
launeching and festing of vehicles.

Within the Soviet Union the state
committees coordination of scientific re-
search has been made responsible for:

First. Determining the key areas for
research and development work and de-
fining the most important problems for
immediate and for long-term research;

Second. Drafting an overall plan for
scientific research and development;

Third. Supervising the implementa-
tion of key problem research regardless
of the subordination of the institutions
involved;

Fourth. Coordinating research and de-
velopment activities in regard to major
projects of all instifutions or agencies
engaged in scientific research;

Fifth. Introducing new technology
throughout the country;

Sixth. Authorizing establishment of
new scientific research institutions, re-
gardless of subordination;

Seventh. Coordinating international
relations of all governmental and scien-
tific bodies in the scientific field;
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Eighth. Supervising the dissemination
of scientific and technical information;

Ninth. Advising the Council of Minis-
ters on all problems and issues which in
any way involve scientific research and
development work.

The committee has a permanent staff
of 400 to 500 people, a good many of
whom came to it from the State Scien-
tific-Technical Committee when it was
abolished. A considerable amount of
work, however, is done through ad hoc
commissions and councils comprised of
scientists, engineers, and technicians
drawn from various sectors of the scien-
tific community and loaned to the com-
mittee for a specific task. These com-
missions and councils study particular
scientific and fechnical problems or fields
of seience and technology and make
recommendations to the appropriate
department in the staff of the State
Committee for Coordination of Scientific
Research

Contradictions occur when these com-
ments are compared with the results of
a recent U.S. Senafe study.

Concerning the military implications
of space, the Soviets continue to insist,
as the Senate Space Committee study
points out, that their intentions are
peaceful while those of the United States
are milifarily oriented. They have
seized upon public pronouncements of
American leaders, especially in the Air
Force, relating to the military applica-
tion of space to prove their contention.

Yet, in their own public pronounce-
ments they have been careful to main-
tain the fiction of innocence concerning
the military value of space exploration.
Still, Soviet leaders continue to boldly
assert the global capability and superi-
ority of their rockets and have not hesi-
fated to threaten their use against ag-
gressors, clearly meaning the United
States and its allies. As the Senafte study
points out, it can be safely assumed that
the Soviets, who are exfraordinarily
realistic in ascertaining power realities
in world affairs, fully appreciafe and in-
deed take into consideration in their mili-
tary strategy the military assets of space
exploration.

The recent textbook on Soviet military
doctrine prepared under the direction of
Marshal V. D. Sokolovsky stressed the
importance of meeting alleged American
attempts to turn the cosmos into a thea-
ter of war. A review by Gen. P.
Kurochkin appearing in the Sovief mili-
tary newspaper Red Star said that one
of the chapters in the book dealt with the
military use of outer space for military
purposes. According to Kurochkin, the
authors introduced a number of facfs
showing that the United States was al-
ready engaged in this activity.

Eurochkin said:

The Soviet people are engaged in the peace-
ful conguest of space. But it is perfectly
clear that if the imperialists eontinue to con-
duct research for means of using the cosmic
space for military goals, then the inferests of
guaranteeing the security of the Soviet state
demand definite measures from our side,

It is possible that we have been dis-
tracted by the Soviets info this glamerous
moon race while they are in the process
of developing military control of space.
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It is true that there is a certain fallout
from technological advances that can be
made from this expensive race to the
moon. But could this money be more
readily spent in U.S. national security
inherent in earth’s atmosphere? If we
have separate objectives then perhaps we
are at a disadvantage in this competitive
role.

Lt. Gen. James G. Ferguson, Deputy
Chief of Staff, Research and Technology,
stated that “there can be little doubt that
the Soviet Union has military applica-
tions in mind for the space region.”

He quoted Marshal of the Soviet Union
Sokolovsky as saying:

An important problem now is warfare with
artificial earth satellites, which can be
launched for diverse reasons, even as car-
riers of nuclear weapons, Soviet military
strategy takes into account * * * the use of
outer space and aerospace vehicles,

He also quoted Soviet Premier Khru-
shchev as saying after Titov’s flight:

If you want to threaten us from a position
of strength, we will show you our strength.
You do not have 50- and 100-megaton bombs.
We have stronger than 100 megaton. We
placed Gagarin and Titov in space and we can
replace them with other loads that can be
directed to any place on earth.

The Russians, who have succeeded in
an unmanned lunar landing in the past,
only made one abortive publicized at-
tempt recently and this failed. They,
likewise, have given no evidence to us,
as reported by Dr. Seamans, of their
concern with developing the necessary
boosters for such a moon launch. There
have been restrictions placed for secu-
rity reasons on information concerning
the Russian space program. If they are
concentrating on control of the world’s
atmosphere, that is within a hundred
miles of earth, it is likely that our coun-
try’s security is additionally threatened.
Therefore, I feel that we should have an
immediate total reevaluation of the com-
parative positions and objectives of the
U.8S. and U.S.S5.R. program.

The Department of Defense, through
its spokesman Dr. Kavanau, has stated:

It is important to understand that within
DOD itself a space p does not exist as
a separate entity. The basic objective In
any functional area is to develop and exploit
those capabilities which will provide the
maximum military effectiveness for the fore-
seeable future.

Those space efforts which do not con-
tribute directly to such objectives must
compete for support with other military
programs which do contribute to the na-
tional security. Certain space related
projects have emerged as contributing to
our military effectiveness in such areas
as observation, communications, naviga-
tion, meteorology, and defense against
hostile satellites. Such space systems
now absorb about one-half the total an-
nual fiscal outlay for space activities by
the DOD.

He went on to say that:

Concurrently, we are faced with the diffi-
cult problem of defining accurately, in the
light of unknown or possibly hostile space
activities, the specific characteristics and
performance parameters of future military
systems of many kinds. Consequently, we
must continue to develop an adequate come
petence in space technology—including ve-
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hicles, components, and subsystems likely to
be important for future military applica-
tion—even though the precise requirements
for these are not yet completely clear.

Only in this way can we offset the handi-
cap of development leadtimes which can be
as great as 5 or 10 years—or longer—Ifor a
useful operational space system. These
bullding blocks of technology, knowledge,
and experience are being carefully assem-
bled in order to provide the insurance we
need against future military surprise in
space, Our annual “premium,” if you like,
for this “insurance” now amounts to about
40 percent of our annual Department of De-
fense space effort, when measured in terms
of dollar expenditures. The objective of
these efforts is the advancement of space
technology with likely military utility.

The total Department of Defense re-
search and engineering effort in pro-
grams or projects classified as “space”
or “space related” amounted to $1.62 bil-
lion in fiscal year 1963 and is expected
to amount to $1.67 billion in fiscal year
1964. This is about 20 to 25 percent of
the DOD’s total research, development,
test, and engineering program dollars.

The statement by Marshal S. 8. Biryu-
zov, chief of Soviet strategic rocket forces
that the U.S.S.R. has the capability of
launching missiles from satellites brings
up a compound question: “Does the
United States have this capability and,
if so why are we not actively developing
such a system?”

We must face the reality that in this
cold war fight with the Communists, the
new battlefield is space. Within this
potential battlefield we question whether
our space program is truly alined to
national security. We find that the
U.8.8.R. had 375 hours of manned space
flight in contrast with the United States
531, hours. We see the strange con-
trast of the demand that we must have
manned lunar landings, while at the
same time we are told that we must have
unmanned military systems in space.

We find there are no military space
weapon systems projects authorized.
This is because no mission requirement
has been developed by the armed services
which satisfies the Department of De-
fense., There is the constant fear of an-
tagonizing Russians through our NASA
program, but it seems evident that the
recent Soviet shots are in the direction
of developing manned space stations
orbiting the earth. If this be indeed
true, the Russians have about a 2-year
jump on us. They have talked about
satellite missile launchers as quoted
previously by Biryuzov. Dr. Edward C.
Walsh, the executive secretary of the
National Association of Science and
Space Committees, has said “we have
taken a policy position against orbiting
weapons of mass destruction in space
unless forced to do so by the hostile ac-
tion of others.”

Meanwhile, our program for NASA
proceeds and our information and find-
ings are available for all to see and to
follow. All of our shots are available for
public scrutiny and yet we find no such
reciprocity from the Russians. Can it
be that all the work we are doing and
the money we are spending is being made
available in forms of research to the
Communists, who in turn will use this
upon us?
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‘We receive no information from them
except those facts which they think we
already know or which they want us to
know.

It is my feeling the major role of na-
tional security in the space program has
been clouded in the hearings of the House
Committee on Science and Astronautics.
It has been difficult to define clearly the
mutual roles of NASA and the Depart-
ment of Defense in the development of
our national security in its relationship
to space. Our military posture and the
Communist threat are a bipartisan mat-
ter.

Moneys allotted this year are set forth
basically for nonmilitary and scientifi-
cally oriented programs of NASA. The
question of how much national security
is involved has never been specifically
clarified.

The NASA space program calls for
peaceful exploration of space led by the
United States in cooperation with other
nations and for the benefit of all nations.
Nowhere have I found evidence of any
emphasis on national security or a U.S.
military mission in space. If we do
have one, it is hidden behind security
measures.

I feel that the military, through the
Department of Defense, is being phased
out of the space program. The agree-
ments between the Department of De-
fense, NASA, and the Air Force no longer
seem to be applied. NASA is a civilian,
scientifically oriented program. The De-
partment of Defense has left the empha-
sis there to the detriment of the Armed
Services. Unless there is a reevaluation
and a realinement of this policy it would
appear the Armed Services connection to
the space program will become less and
possibly phased out. This, in my opin-
ion, is not in the best interest of this
country. Therefore, I ask for a reevalua-
tion and realinement of the role of the
Armed Services in the U.S. space pro-

gram.

It is my opinion that our space goal be
directed primarily toward national se-
curity, and secondarily to peaceful de-
velopment of outer space. By so doing
our military space program can then be
given proper perspective, new emphasis
and new direction. At the same time,
the benefits of space technological ad-
vancement will accrue for peaceful de-
velopment of science and industry.

I recognize that there is a technolog-
jcal war with communism, and feel that
our space program must now be given
proper perspective in relation to our
military space mission.

I, therefore, recommend that this and
future budgets be evaluated to place em-
phasis on national security. Thus, the
military role in space through the De-
partment of Defense can be properly and
fully implemented and the fear of uni-
lateral space disarmament allayed.

I feel that a clear definition of space
age duties and roles of the Department
of Defense and NASA is necessary to
develop an effective program. The cold
war we are engaged in with the Com-
munists ean only be properly waged if
our space program progresses with na-
tional security as its prime goal.

Mr. Chairman, a manned orbital de-
velopment system space station should be
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a part of our fiscal year 1965 budget, but
before we reach this budget let us take a
good, cold look at the whole space pro-
gram and let us see that the Department
of Defense and NASA not only cooperate
but have a coordinated program which
places national security as its predomi-
nant goal.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. GURNEY].

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. Chairman, I also
rise as a member of the committee and
of the Subcommittee on Manned Space
Flight in support of H.R. 7500, with
reservations to support some amend-
ments which I understand are going to be
offered later.

It has been my assignment as a mem-
ber of the Manned Space Flight Sub-
committee to explain about the Saturn
boosters and the engine program of
NASA. This hardware here on the table
is the heart of the Apollo program.

The Saturn boosters are three in num-
ber, designated as S-1, S1B, and S5.

The engines in the Apollo program are
five in number: H-1, and A-3, in Sat-
urn-1; H-1, and J-2, in Saturn 1B; F-1,
and J-2, in Saturn 5.

There is one other engine, the M-1.
This engine is in the developmental stage
only—an engine of the future. It is a
very large, upper stage, liquid hydro-
gen and oxygen engine of high per-
formance, planned for missions in space
in the future—the 1970’s. It has a thrust
of 1% million pounds.

Now let us talk a bit about the Saturn
family of boosters.

Development of Saturn 1 began in
1958, to provide the Nation with a large
thrust booster, capable of putting big
weights in earth orbit. Using the state
of art then existing, Saturn 1 first stage,
clusters eight H-1 engines with liquid
oxygen fuel, which total 1% million
pounds of thrust—payload—20,000
pounds in low earth orbit.

The upper stage is powered with eight
A-3, hydrogen-oxygen engines, with total
thrust of 90,000 pounds.

Saturn 1 is capable of putting 11 tons,
22,000 pounds, in low earth orbit.

When the decision was made in 1961
to go to the moon, it was natural to plan
the mission, in part, around this booster,
already in development.

Saturn 1 does not go to the moon.
Its mission is to fly in 19656 the first
Apollo command modules, for flight test-
ing and spacecraft configurations.

Next comes Saturn 1-B. This launch
vehicle uses the same first stage as
Saturn 1. The upper stage is the
same stage as the upper part of Saturn 5,
the moon rocket. It is powered by one
J-2 engine—hydrogen-oxygen with a
thrust of 200,000 pounds.

The mission of Saturn 1-B will be to
fly the complete Apollo spacecraft in
low earth orbit in 1966—that is the com-
mand module, the service module, and
the lunar excursion module. Saturn
1-B can put 16 tons, 32,000 pounds, in low
earth orbit. Its mission will be to flight
test the whole spacecraft and permit
orbital maneuvers.

To use lay terms, the crews can get
practice and proficiency by using this
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booster and thus prepare for the moon
flight. g

To do the moon trip required a vehicle
of much greater ability than Saturn 1
or 1-B. Saturn 5 is the vehicle for this
job. It consists of three stages, the first
powered by five F-1 engines, total thrust
of 7% million pounds, a second stage of
five J-2 engines, total thrust of 1 million
pounds, and a third stage powered by
one J-2 engine,

Saturn 5 is capable of orbiting 120
tons about the earth, or sending 45 tons
on to the moon at escape velocity of
25,000 miles per hour.

I have intermingled the descriptions
of the vehicles and the engines. It is
hard to talk about one and not the other.

The three main engines of the Saturn
vehicles are the H-1, a liquid oxygen and
kerosene engine of 188,000 pounds of
thrust, the J-2, an upper stage engine
of liquid oxygen and hydrogen of 200,000~
pound thrust, and the big daddy, the
F-1, a liquid oxygen-kerosene engine of
135 -million-pound thrust.

Incidentally this last engine gobbles
up 3 tons of fuel per second.

It is interesting to note that all three
of these engines were conceived and de-
velopment begun before it was decided to
go to the moon. They are simply im-
provements upon engines which preced-
ed them, actually the H-1 and F-1 en-
gines have the same basic design as the
early engines in the early Thor and Jupi-
ter ballistic missiles.

This is a fact worthy of note. It points
up the importance of continuing research
and development in this field of space.
This country and Russia may not be in
a race to the moon, but we certainly are
in a space race overall.

No particular mission, as for example,
the moon journey, had been picked for
these engines when their development
began. Still it was of utmost importance
to go ahead with large engines and
boosters, as the people back in 1958 well
knew.

Today, this Nation is working on the
development of atomic power and other
means of propelling rockets. I do not
doubt that the ingenuity of mankind will
break through one day, and discover the
means of reliable and inexpensive travel
in space.

To sum up the Saturn and engine pro-
gram of NASA, it is quite obviously a
building block program of improving
vehicles and engines with a basic goal of
the development of a reliable launch
vehicle to boost large payloads in space,
to catch up with and exceed the Rus-
sians in this capability.

I should like to point out two other
items in closing, which I think are vital-
ly necessary in this overall space pro-
gram.

First, the problem of committee staff-
ing. This space business has increased
almost in geometric proportions. From
a budget of a good deal less than $14 bil-
lion in 1958, the year of the birth of
NASA, we are now considering a budget
of $5.2 billion, the fourth largest in the
Government. Yet our committee has a
staff of only 10, one of the smallest of
any committee in Congress. Although
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no department of Government is more
technical or scientific in scope, our com-
mittee has only one staff member of
technical background, a Corps of Engi-
neers colonel who helped us in checking
over construction figures. He did valu-
able work here and many millions were
cut out of this budget because of his care-
ful checking of plans and figures, and
inspection of facilities in the field.

There is no possible way for Congress-
men, laymen, and neophytes in this
sophisticated world of space technology,
to intelligently supervise the spending
of these billions of the taxpayerc money.

Now I think the committee worked
long, hard and diligently on this budget.
I think we have done a creditable job
with the tools we had.

But there is no way to do the proper
job without a far larger staff than at
present, and one that includes a fair
percentage of people who are experts in
this business of space technology.

To do less, is to fail to do our job as
Congressmen,

Congress is criticized for having old-
fashioned ways. I am sure that much of
this eriticism is unwarranted or miscon-
ceived. But in the area, I am talking
about, we should be justly criticized. For
the people look to us to protect their
tax dollar. They have no say over who
works in NASA and what NASA does with
their money. They do have a great deal
to say about who represents them in
Congress. And they certainly look to us
1o handle the purse strings carefully.

Now I say, if we in Congress let these
agencies escape our watchful eye because
they are experts and we are babes in the
wood here in this space business, then
we are not doing our job. For all we need
to do is to hire some experts so we, too,
can be experts through their eyes and
ears., Only in this way can we respon-
sibly perform our job on this space com-
mittee.

I sincerely hope we will have an ade-
quate staff next year.

I speak of one other point. In a sense
it is the most important in my mind. I
regret that it will receive the lightest
treatment. In the committee report,
there are additional views which I
signed. One aspect deals with the em-
phasis of our space program.

I am deeply troubled about this em-
phasis. So are others.

I support a strong space program for
this Nation. I think it essential for our
survival. If we had the time to review,
it could be proven that we nearly lost
our shirts in this missile and rocket race
with Russia, because we had such a late
start.

But the point now is where are we
headed?

Sometimes, one can have superior skill
and strength, but because of misdirec-
tion, not always do the strongest prevail,
sometimes it is the cleverest that come
out ahead.

Make no mistake, we are in a space
race with Russia. She nearly beat us
on the IBM program, but we woke up in
time and the great technical skill and
productive capacity of this country
brought us there—by the skin of our
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teeth. However, it cost this Nation un-
told wasted billions in crash programs.

We won that race.

In space, we are now racing with Rus-
sia in large launch vehicles and space
technology in general.

We are off to the moon.

Russia? We do not know. No evi-
dence is available to indicate she is
moon bound.

Where else might she go?

In an area called inner space close to
earth. In the area that her military
people appear to be most interested in.

We are putting our major emphasis on
outer space; we are putting far less em-
phasis on inner space.

There are many kinds of military pos-
sibilities in inner space reconnaissance
and inspection, communications, weather
detections, nuclear bombing from an or-
biting vehicle, and most important,
man in space, a manned space station,
or a manned weapons system,

I charge the Members of the House
of Representatives to alert themselves
to the importance of military applica-
tions in space, to the end that we may
properly orient the space programs of
this country. National security is the
first requisite of this Nation in space.
We should make certain that our space
dollars are being used to full advantage,
to attain this goal.

I say national security first, today,
and space tomorrow.

This space business is like an infant
in swaddling clothes. It should do first
things first, like any other endeavor.

It occurs to many people who follow
this space business closely that a very
important area is that of inner space,
close to earth orbit. In this area lies the
military potential. In this area we
cannot afford to fall behind Russia.

Mr. Chairman, I simply want to say in
closing that I certainly join with the
new Members of Congress in expressing
my gratitude to the chairmen of our
committees, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. MimLER] and especially the
chairman of the Subcommittee of
Manned Space Flight, the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. TeEacUE], who were s0
generous in allowing the freshmen mem-
bers of the committee to enter into its
discussions and its work.

Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. RANDALL].

Mr. RANDALL, Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 7500. Before pro-
ceeding further, let me compliment our
chairman and each of the subcommit-
tee chairmen for a job well done. They
have worked long and hard on this bill
over a period covering the last 4 months.
May I pay particular commendation to
my subcommittee chairman, the gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr. KArRTH].

As a rebuttal to the criticism of the
preceding speaker, the gentleman from
Florida, about the size of our committee
staff, I would answer him and say that
there will be a larger staff before very
long. It is a question of lack of space,
presently, for a large staff. I suspeet the
gentleman who was critical knows that
at the present time we have part of our
committee staff in the George Washing-
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ton Inn, part of them in the basement
of the House Office Building and part of
them going back and forth in between.
A new House Office Building is to be
completed shortly and then there will
be ample housing for additional com-
mittee staff.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RANDALL. I yield to my chair-
man, the gentleman from California.

Mr. MILLER of ornia. Mr, Chair-
man, I feel this attack on our staff is a
direct reflection on the chairman per-
sonally. I have always felt if we had
the room, and every effort has been made
to find room in the Capitol and in the
facilities there—I even tried to get rent-
ed quarters on the outside—I would get
tke staff, but I was not going to furnish
a staff where these people had to sit
on one another’s lap. We have people
on the fifth floor of the old George
Washington Inn where they have to walk
up and down five flights of stairs.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. RANDALL, I decline to yield. I
have only 5 minutes. We are near the
end of the time provided under the rule.
If my chairman will grant me additional
time, I will be glad to yield.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Chairman, I grant the gentleman 2 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. Chairman, in the
first place, I want to make it quite clear
that my remarks were intended as no
personal reflection on the chairman of
our committee, for all my life I have
dealt in facts, and they make sense to
me. When a committee of Congress
deals with the fourth largest budget in
this Government, one composed of $5.74
billion, from which we have taken out
something and which is now down to
$5.2 billion, then I think that this fact
should be pointed out because this Con-
gress cannot do an adequate and proper
job unless it has the proper staff to do
it with.

I want to say another thing also. 1
have heard criticism again and again
when I go back to my district about the
fact that Congressmen are not properly
supervising the agencies and the Federal
Government. That is another reason
why I bring this out now. If we are go-
ing to maintain our crucial role as a part
of the U.S. Government in the Con-
gress of the United States, then in order
to do this job we have to have experts
that are our eyes and ears so that we
in turn can oversee the agencies that we
are responsible for.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield to
me?

Mr. RANDALL. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. MILLER of California. I would
like to direct my further remarks to the
gentleman from Florida. I agree with
him, and I have talked about this long
before the gentleman came to Congress.
I know the value of staff. That is why
we borrow staff from the Defense Depart-
ment when we can get it on a reimburs-
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able basis, and we pay their salaries.
This is not a new thing. But on the
other hand I do not agree with him and
I cannot see where hiring staff, when
you have no place to put them to work
and when it is just impossible to get
quarters for them, is going to solve this
problem.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman
another minute.

Mr. RANDALL. Now, Mr. Chairman,
may we get back to an overall view of
this authorization bill and see what has
been done here in the matter of reduc-
tions by the committee. NASA sent up
here a request for $5.7 billion. Now the
gentleman, our colleague on the commit-
tee from Colorado [Mr. CHENOWETHI,
said that he had hoped that there would
be a 10 percent overall cut and he would
be satisfied if there was a 10-percent cut.
I am sure the gentleman very well knows
that in the Office of Space Sciences over-
seen by the subcommittee of which he
was a member, there was a 12.7-percent
reduction and in the Office of Advanced
Research and Technology, also under our
subcommittee there was a 9.1-percent
reduction. The average of all subcom-
mittees or the average for the full com-
mittee was 8.3 percent, which is very
close to the 10 percent. The Subcommit-
tee on Space Sciences is not considered
a glamor committee as is the Subcom-
mittee on Manned Space Flight, but it is
the subcommittee that has to find some
of the answers preliminary to manned
space flight including the hazards of
radiation in space to manned space
flicht. This must be done before manned
space flight can be successfully and safe-
ly accomplished. Our subcommittee ac-
complished every cut that could possibly
be made before having to send our astro-
nauts out into space without knowing
something about what conditions they
will be subjected to and the hazards they
may encounter. Those of you who may
think there were no substantial redue-
tions should listen to the following big
cuts of money. We reduced the Ranger
project not just a million dollars or $2
million, but $25 million, although some
of the subcommittee dissented. We com-
pletely eliminated the Surveyor orbiter
for a total of $28 million. We reduced
Mariner by $15 million and reduced bio-
sciences program, despite the protests
of some of our subcommittee members
by $14 million for a total of $134 million.

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RANDALL. I will yield to my
friend for just a moment.

Mr. CHENOWETH. I think the
gentleman will remember that I also
mentioned if the other subcommittees
had been as effective as we have been
in our subcommittee, we would have
achieved the 10-percent reduction. I
again say I am greatly in favor of there
being a 10-percent reduction.

Mr. RANDALL. I think anyone can
observe we did a good job in our sub-
committee in the matter of reduction in
what could be considered as nonessential
expenditures. Turning now to another
matter, we heard a moment ago eriticism
of insufficient committee staff. I think
this gives us an opportunity to bring up
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something that may be considered in
the form of an amendment after awhile
here.

It was indicated on the floor here a
few moments ago there would be an
amendment offered to reduce the au-
thorization for facilities, training and
research grants. Let us look carefully
to see if the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. RoupeBUsH] is not going in the op-
posite direction from his colleague on the
same side of the aisle, the gentleman
from Florida. As I see it the gentleman
from Florida was saying a moment ago
that most of us are laymen and need
help, that is, scientific help, which is pro-
vided by staff and suggests a larger staff.
It is equally true the administrators of
NASA also need a larger staff in the
sense they need a greater pool of trained
scientists. There is a severe strain on
our pool of available manpower at the
present time, and that is the reason why
our subcommittee allowed the full
amount of the request for laboratory
facilities, training and research grants.
The space program requires highly
trained personnel, and if one of our fel-
low committee members believes the
House Space Committee should have
more staff he and all fellow members
who believe similarly should oppose a
proposal to reduce training and research
grants because the product of this pro-
gram means a larger and more adequate
staffing of scientists and engineers for
NASA.

All members should realize a scientist
or engineer cannot be trained in a short
time. This thing must be done in an-
ticipation of need. You cannot turn on
a tap, like a water faucet, and out comes
trained scientists. There has to he a
leadtime of 3 or 4 or 5 years. You may
have heard of what is called the 10-
square program. This meant 10 scien-
tists being trained in 10 universities
which is far too few a number. The
urgent need of NASA for more techni-
cians and engineers is the same sort of
need you have heard mentioned just a
few moments ago, when one of the com-
mittee was asking for additional staff
beyond the present 10. Yet we are talk-
ing about training only 100 nationwide
per year, and yet there has been an indi~
cation that there will be an amendment
offered to reduce even this small number.
I hope the membership of the House on
both sides of the aisle will join to defeat
such an amendment and sustain the
amounts which have been allowed here
by the committee, for facilities, training,
and research grants.

Now Mr, Chairman, in the limited
amount of time I may have left I would
like to sound a warning to all of the
membership to be upon the alert for
other amendments that may be offered
which may cripple the space program.
It won’t be long now until we will hear
the bill read for amendments and go on
the 5-minute rule. I don't know what
some of those not in sympathy with the

program may propose, but I am
certa.in that if there are additional re-
ductions over and beyond the half-
billion dollars which has already bheen
cut by the House Space Committee it
will injure and slow down this very im-
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portant space program. To throw up a
road block in the way of this program as
some of those critics would do, is naive,
shortsighted and quite unrealistic. Iam
sure I cannot and I do not think any
member of the committee can say what
the total cost will be, but even if the cost
is large the question is not whether we
can afford it, but instead we are at the
point where we cannot afford not to
proceed with spage exploration. It is
no longer a matter of choice and whether
we like it or not we are engaged in a
battle of survival with the Soviet Union.
Both sides are striving for military and
prestige advantages. The successful
conquest of space can easily decide
whether the cold war becomes a hot war.
There will be great peril in a substantial
reduction beyond that presently pro-
posed by the Committee. The fact of
the matter is we just cannot be second in
space because if we concede preeminence
to the Soviets in the race to the moon
and the other planets, we are in fact
conceding preeminence to the Soviets on
this planet. If it happens that we should
not be first in space, the time will very
quickly come when we will not be first
on earth. We cannot be shortsighted.
We cannot suffer from myopia today
while we consider the space authoriza-
tion act for fiscal year 1964.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. WAGGONNER].

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman,
the years which stretch behind us in
time are but the twilight of the new
dawn. The time is now close at hand
when young Americans and their coun-
terparts, will stand upon this earth as
one stands upon a footstool and reach
their hands out among the stars, for we
are living in a world of space. I use
that deseription, not merely as a play on
words. Rather, it is intended to catch
some of the spirit of our times.

If we concede preeminence to the So-
viet Union on the way to other planets,
we will be conceding preeminence to the
Soviet Union on this planet.

If we do not make it our objective to
achieve mastery of outer space, we will
not be first in inner space and the
time will come when we will not be
first on earth and then, finally, the prob-
lem will be survival under the worst of all
conditions, for the world will someday
be ruled from the skies above.

I support this legislation today and I
support it because of its all-round value.
No man can deny the military value of
this program. National security is in-
volved and this is of primary importance
to me. All else is secondary. A race to
the moon is of no consequence to me.
This is true first in inner space and then
in outer space. Cooperation between the
civilian and the military is an absolute
must and steps are being taken to in-
sure this but must be emphasized to a
greater degree than has thus far oc-
curred. More cooperation in the use of
available Government facilities must also
be achieved if waste is to be eliminated
in this program. Conflict of interest
must not be permitted.

In presenting this legislation today, I
shall discuss in some detail Project
Gemini.
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The next major step after Mercury in
the U.S. manned space flight program is
Project Gemini, named for the twin stars
Caster and Pollux. This project’s goals
are:

First. To determine man’s perform-
ance and behavior during prolonged or-
bital flights of as much as 2 weeks,
including his ability as a pilot and con-
troller of his craft.

Second. To develop and perfect tech-
niques for orbital rendezvous and dock-
ing, the bringing together and coupling
of craft in orbit.

Third. To carry out scientific investi-
gations of space that require participa-
tion and supervision of men aboard a
spacecraft.

Fourth. To demonstrate controlled
entry into the atmosphere and landing
at a selected site.

The Department of Defense is par-
ticipating with NASA in Project Gemini,
The Secretary of Defense and the NASA
Administrator have agreed on joint ar-
rangements for the planning of experi-
ments, the conduct of flight tests, and
the analysis and dissemination of results.

The two-man Gemini spacecraft ex-
ternally resembles the Mercury space-
craft. It is 1'% feet wider than Mercury
at the base and lengthened proportion-
ately. It provides about 50 percent more
cabin space than Mercury and weighs
about 7,000 pounds. Two men will pilot
the Gemini spacecraft.

In contrast to Mercury, many Gemini
components will be outside the crew
compartments and arranged in easily re-
movable units, thereby facilitating
checkout and maintenance.

Included in Gemini equipment are
docking apparatus for coupling with an-
other vehicle in space; a life support
system for maintaining pressure, tem-
perature, and atmospheric composition
of the crew cabin; instruments to collect,
transmit, and record data on conditions
of the spacecraft and astronauts; guid-
ance and controls systems operating in
conjunction with a computer to aid in
navigation, rendezvous with another
craft, entering earth’'s atmosphere, and
landing; radar to aid in rendezvous oper-
ations; and a landing and recovery sys-
tem including a small parachute to
stabilize the craft, the paraglider mecha-
nism, landing gear, and recovery aids
such as tracking beacons, flashing lights,
and two-way voice radios.

Unlike the Mercury spacecraft, Gemini
will have no escape tower. Instead, each
astronaut will have an ejection seat, sim-
ilar to that used in a fighter aircraft, for
escape during launch or for emergencies
in the recovery phase.

Rollout couches and hinged doors will
facilitate pilot entry into and exit from
the craft. Two windshields, one for each
astronaut, supplant the single porthole
of Mercury.

Gemini's resemblance to Mereury is
partially obscured by the two-piece
adapter section which is attached to the
heat shield at Gemini's base. The
adapter section is 714 feet in diameter
at the top, 7% feet long, and 10 feet in
diameter at its base. It weighs about
2,200 pounds. It is made up of the
equipment and retrograde modules. As
an aid in distinguishing the Gemini
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parts, the crew section has been desig-
nated the reentry module.

The equipment module contains fuel,
fuel cells, oxygen for breathing, and a
propulsion system for orbital attitude
control—orientation—and maneuvers.
The retrograde module, sandwiched be-
tween the equipment and reenfry mod-
ules, contains the braking rockets that
decelerate Gemini and enable it to de-
scend from orbit. It also containsa pro-
pulsion system to aid in orienting and
maneuvering the spacecraft.

The astronauts jettison the equipment
module during preparation for return to
earth. They discard the retrograde
module just before entry into the at-
mosphere.

Gemini will be the first spacecraft to
utilize fuel cells for electrical power. Its
two fuel cells will create electricity
through a chemical reaction of hydrogen
and oxygen. A byproduct of this reac-
tion is a pint of drinking water per kilo-
watt-hour.

The fuel cells are located in the equip-
ment module which is jettisoned when
the spacecraft is readied for atmosphere
entry. An array of silver zinc batteries
located in the reentry module provides
power after the equipment module is dis-
carded.

Early Gemini flights will employ para-
chutes for landing. Eventually, the
parachutes will be replaced by a 45-foot-
wide wedge-shaped paraglider, based on
a concept developed by Francis Rogallo,
of NASA’s Langley Research Center.

The paraglider will be part of the
equipment of the reentry module, the
only part of Gemini designed to return
to earth. The device, deployed at about
40,000 feet, will enable the astronauts to
maneuver the module to any desired
landing point within a 20-mile radius.
Moreover, the paraglider will permit the
module to land like an airplane with the
pllaori&s sitting upright and looking for-
ward.

When the paraglider is deployed, a
spoon-shaped nose ski will automatically
extend from the module. The crew will
then lower two outrigger skids. The
spacecraft will be designed to land with
g forward speed of about 45 miles per

our.

For launching the Gemini spacecraft,
NASA has chosen the Titan II booster, a
U.S. Air Force vehicle. Titan II utilizes
a type of liquid propellant which can be
stored indefinitely in the fuel tanks.
Thus, unlike other liquid-fuel boosters
whose propellants must be held at eryo-
genic—intensely cold—temperatures, Ti-
tan II can be fueled in advance of a
launch countdown and need not be
drained of propellants if a launch is
postponed. Flight tests of Titan II
started March 16, 1962, and are con-
tinuing.

Titan II has a 430,000-pound thrust
first stage and 100,000-pound thrust sec-
ond stage. It is 90 feet high and 10 feet
in diameter at the base. The Atlas em-
ployed to launch Mercury generates
367,000 pounds of thrust.

In the Gemini orbital rendezvous mis-
sion, an Atlas will first lJaunch an Agena
rocket, modified to link up with the
Gemini spacecraft, into a near-circular
orbit. Ground stations will track Agena
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and determine the best time to launch
Gemini. Later a Titan II will propel
Gemini into an elongated orbit with an
altitude generally lower than that of
Agena but with apogee—highest alti-
tude—at the same altitude of the Agena
orbit.

Because its altitude is lower, Gemini
will be able to circle the earth more
quickly than Agena and gradually
overtake the rocket. When the two are
most favorably located relative to each
other, a Gemini rocket will be fired to
increase Gemini’s speed and to thrust
the spacecraft into a circular orbit al-
most identical with that of Agena.

As soon as Gemini's radar acquires
Agena, the so-called closing phase of
rendezvous begins. Radar information
is fed into Gemini’s computer which
tells the pilots which rockets to fire and
when and how long they must operate
them to keep the craft stabilized and
gain on their target. When the two
craft are about 20 miles apart, the
astronauts are expected to sight Agena
and supplement radar information with
visual observation. A high-intensity
flashing light on Agena will help the
astronauts keep their target in sight.
By the end of the closing phase, Gemini
and Agena will be 10 to 100 feet apart
and traveling in the same orbit.

The final phase of rendezvous is dock-
ing, the linkup of the two vehicles. In
this phase, much of the sensing, com-
puting, and decision requirements are
within the capability of man. Using
visual observation, the astronauts will
carefully maneuver Gemini into contact
with Agena. They are aided by an aim-
ing bar on the Gemini spacecraft and a
notch in the rocket’s receiving cone.

As they near their target, the astro-
nauts must reduce the relative velocities
between the two craft to less than 115
miles per hour, although both are whirl-
ing around the earth at about 18,000
miles per hour. Moreover, they must
aline the conical nose of their craft with
the docking socket of the Agena.

They will accomplish this by using the
attitude controls to pitch Gemini—move
its nose up or down—yaw the craft—
turn its nose to the right or left—or roll
it around the long axis, as econditions
demand.

Docking will be accomplished when
the cone-shaped nose of Gemini is gently
nudged into the matching slot of the
Agena. Coupling of the craft will be
automatic, and the astronauts will be
able to operate the joined vehicles as
a single unit, adding the Agena’s pro-
pulsion system to that of the Gemini
spacecraft.

At the conclusion of their mission, the
astronauts will detach Agena and jetti-
son the equipment module. Then, they
will turn the spacecraft around, fire the
retrorockets to slow down and descend
to earth, and discard the retrograde
module. After reentry they will deploy
a small parachute called a drogue to
stabilize the spacecraft. At about 40,000
feet, they will unfurl the paraglider and
pilot their spacecraft to an airplane-
style landing at a selected ground loca-
tion.

Before man can truly call himself the
master of space, he must master orbital
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rendezvous. This technique may ulti-
mately make it possible to assemble the
huge space stations and the massive in-
terplanetary craft required for manned
expeditions to Venus, Mars, and perhaps
as far as Pluto on the outer rim of the
solar system, much sooner than if di-
rect flight were necessary. Rendezvous
may also enable astronauts of the future
to refuel, repair, and resupply space-
craft, rescue other astronauts from dis-
abled craft, and ferry crews between
the earth and space stations or between
space platforms and planets.

Moreover, mastery of orbital rendez-
vous is needed to fulfill the U.S. time-
table for landing men on the moon and
returning them safely to earth. By
means of rendezvous in lunar orbits, the
Saturn V, which is under development,
can meet the lunar power requirements
of the lunar mission. On the other hand,
a direct earth-moon flight and a simi-
larly direet return would require a
launch vehicle about 50 percent larger
and generating some 60 percent more
thrust than Saturn V.

The first rendezvous of craft in space
will represent a significant accomplish-
ment in positioning and timing. To be
practicable, however, rendezvous musé
be reduced to the routine and common-
place instead of the demanding and
unique—and become a thoroughly relia-
ble operation.

During advanced stages of the Gemini
program, its pressure-suited crew may
open the hatches and emerge from the
spacecraft while in orbit. Moreover, they
may push themselves from the craft,
and appear to float in space as they speed
around the earth at about 18,000 miles
per hour. For this operation, they will
be tethered to the craft to insure their
return. Gemini will store sufficient oxy-
gen to refill its cabin when the astro-
nauts return.

This experiment will help pave the
way for future operations in which man
can make repairs, assemble orbiting sta-
tions, and perform other functions in
space.

In fiscal year 1964, the Gemini space-
craft will be in the development and
test phases. The need for the develop-
ment of alternate subsystems will be
more critical during these phases in or-
der to prevent schedule slippages. Proj-
ect Gemini costs for fiscal year 1964
will be:

Bpaceorall. e cmem $196, 200, 000
Operations. e 14, 600, 000
Launch vehicles:
T s ol AL ) o S BT 486, 900, 000
T S R b R a3 S 15, 800, 000
7T T e R e 8 L ST, 32, 000, 000
Supporting development..___ 700, 000
Total research and de-
velopment costs.....- 306, 300, 300

Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Chairman, man
will explore the moon and the other
planets. He will add to his knowledge
of science, He will observe weather pat-
terns, the airglow, the aurora, the zodi-
acal light, the gegenschein, the sun’s
corona, and the astronomical objects.
There will be many practical applica-
tions, both civilian, and military, of the
space knowledge and technology. I have
heard testimony that we will leave an
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airfield and go to the moon cheaper than
we now go to the west coast by jet plane.

One can foresee large space labora-
tories, huge antennas, and stations for
interplanetary flight into deep space.

The United States has always had the
courage and the intelligence to explore—
to learn and to develop. I know the
American people want us to go forward
with this program because it is very
likely that the country that dominates
space will control the world.

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, there

seems to be a curious group in this coun-
try whom I can best describe as “cheer-
ers.” Whenever the United States
makes an accomplishment in space,
these cheerers hail the accomplishment
the loudest. They say how proud they
are to be Americans and they point to
the great accomplishments that are pos-
sible under the democratic way of life.
. These same cheerers, however, seem
to be the ones who bewail the cost of
space conquest the loudest. They re-
mind me of the type of person who waits
around for someone else to put a coin in
the juke box so that they can enjoy the
music. They are looking for a free ride.
Unfortunately, there can be no free ride
into space.

I have also detected another group
who might be designated as what former
President Roosevelt called *“yes but-ers.”
These people say that space exploration
is very fine, but they point to the many
other unmet needs in the United States.
The curious thing about these “yes but-
ers” is that they are usually the very
ones who decry and oppose expenditures
for other unmet needs such as massive
slum clearance and housing, urban re-
?ewal. Federal aid to education, and so

If I thought for a moment that by
foregoing the substantial space appropri-
ation under consideration, we would
adopt a schedule of priorities under
which these other needs would be faced,
I would be more than willing to do so.
However, let us not kid ourselves. Those
who oppose this appropriation have suc-
cessfully destroyed necessary social and
economic programs.

They do not believe either in first
things first nor first things last. They
believe in first things never.

Mr. BURKE. Mr. Chairman, the pro-
posal by NASA to establish a centralized
headquarters for electronics research is
a most sound and practical decision, and
experience proves that it is vitally im-
portant if we are to obtain maximum
efficiency and control of this very impor-
tant Federal program.

This is no time to be looking back,
or questioning the methods to be em-
ployed, or to raise the idea that such a
tremendous undertaking can be better
conducted by some untried system of
decentralization, when all of our experi-
ence proves over and over again that the
key to this type of operation is central-
ization of administration and manage-
ment, in the best possible place we can
find.

Every department of the Federal Gov-
ernment no matter how large and well
organized reports to one central control
point. How much more important this
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system is when we are exploring new and
wide flelds of science, venturing out into
unknown areas.

It is only commonsense that as dis-
coveries large and small are made that
the new knowledge be brought to a cen-
tral point where proper administration
and management can evaluate it and
make the most efficient use of it. Be-
cause of the importance of the broad
fields of electronics to the success of our
space program, as one of the most im-
portant divisions of the major project,
it must be concentrated in the best pos-
sible place for it, and NASA, after the
most thorough study of every area in the
country, selected the Boston area as the
best. Why not give the NASA scientists
and experts the approval their unbiased
and thorough studies recommend? Cer-
tainly they want the best place they can
find to do their work successfully, and
are not affected by any narrow or selfish
motives.

One of the most dangerous situations
that can develop in our Federal research
programs is a lack of competent, cen-
tralized, scientific supervision over the
extremely large contracts that we place
with either private companies or insti-
tutions. One of the great weaknesses in
proper management of military research
occurred when we set up our military
research programs following World War
II. Our qualified scientists left the mili-
tary research programs and laboratories
in large numbers, and for awhile we were
in serious administrative trouble because
we did not have enough or capable
enough seientists to insist on proper per-
formance of contracts, or who were rec-
ognized as qualified to eompel full com-
pliance.

Probably the strongest reason that can
be advanced in justification of central-
jzation of electronics research in our
NASA program is that it establishes the
strongest and best qualified organization
to supervise performance of all contracts
in the electronics field. In this great
venture the interests of the United States
comes first, and our most serious obliga-
tion is to provide proper administration
and management in order that the
tremendous amounts of money will be
spent with the greatest possible efficiency
and without waste. This is the principle
objective NASA hopes to accomplish by
establishing the Electronics Research
Center in the Boston area.

Many misleading and inaccurate state-
ments have been made in opposition to
the establishment of the NASA Elec-
tronics Research Center in the Boston
area, arising from superficial examina-
tions and hasty conclusions. - The space
program which we so recently whole-
heartedly approved and which carries
with it the obligation to see it through
to success, is one of the largest under-
takings we have ever entered into. Our
prestize and standing before the whole
world is involved in our achieving com-
plete success. We have selected the best
possible scientific brains to lead the way;
we have carefully recruited the best
scientific administrators to manage the
program; we have given them authority
to go ahead, and subject to the normal
precautions we always take to make
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them justify their programs, the direc-
tions they plan to follow, and the budgets
they can expend, we become obsessed
with interfering with techmnical problems.

The idea that the Boston Electronics
Research Center will rob private com-
panies of their leading scientists to staff
the new Center is nonsense. At the pres-
ent time there are more than 600 qualified
scientists, engineers, and electronics
techmicians out of work and looking for
work in the Boston area alone, It is
true that when fully established several
vears from now possibly a dozen or 20
qualified top men may be offered jobs
in the new Center, or maybe less, but
there are many thousands of scientists,
engineers, and technicians engaged in
space contracts all over the country to-
day and the number is constantly grow-
ing.

The complaint that centralization of
electronics research will hurt or impede
the success of the many thousands of
companies now engaged in NASA con-
tracts is equally ridiculous. The truth is
just the opposite. NASA, by gathering
together its electronics leadership in a
central facility, is doing so not alone to
achieve greater efficiency itself, but to
help private companies in the comple-
tion of their contracts. The better
NASA is administered and managed the
better off the contractors will be.

NASA electronics research must be ad-
ministered and managed from one cen-
tral point which will be adequately
staffed and have sufficient research
capacity to do its job properly. This is
all that NASA proposes and the Presi-
dent recommends. Compared with other
NASA facilities already established in all
sections of the couniry, the proposed
Boston Center is very small

The proposed operation is purely re-
search, they will not manufacture any-
thing there, its establishment will not
change the system of ordering or con-
tracting for materials in the slightest de-
gree, the same suppliers and contractors
all over the country will remain undis-
turbed in their opportunities to get busi-
ness. As a matter of fact the operation
of this centralized research operation is
going to make it easier for the contrac-
tors everywhere to do business with the
Federal Government, and the U.S. Gov-
ernment will be the greatest beneficiary.

In recruiting of personnel by NASA for
the proposed Boston area Center, present
plans indicate that new employment will
be steady but rather slow, and at first
chiefly involve transfer of present NASA
employees.

Anyone who has examined NASA em-
ployment policies and procedures up to
date will quickly discover that new em-
ployees and even top people have come
from all over the country. This is a
countrywide program, NASA recognizes
it as such. This is the best evidence that
NASA, in filling its supervisory positions,
will do so on a countrywide selective
plan, and that no preference will be
given to local candidates. Wherever the
selected site for the Center will be, cit-
izens of Rhode Island, Connecticut,
Maine, and New Hampshire whose serv-
ices may be engaged can commute daily,
while those from New York, New Jersey,
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and Vermont can readily commute week-

Here are some of the advantages the
Boston area offers which no doubt fa-
vorably influenced NASA’s decision.

Over 12 percent of the Greater Boston
work force is professionally or techni-
cally trained, outranking all other Atlan-
tic coast or midwestern cities.

Engineering work force doubled in last
10 years, now total 25,000.

About 2,000 engineers graduate yearly
from the 34 major colleges and univer-
sities in Greater Boston, more than 50
percent remain in area; more than 60
percent of them continue to advanced
degrees and 12 percent becoming doctors.

No other area in the country offers
such concentration of higher education
with research operations and companies
experienced in technical subcontract
work.

Approximately 1,900 new engineers
graduating from Boston schools each
year, by 1965 expected to increase to
2,200 annually.

There are 189 major colleges and uni-
versities in the 6 New England States,
all within a 200-mile arc of the center of
Massachusetts, 100 alone in Massachu-
setts and 34 in Greater Boston—Ileading
consulting engineering area in United
States.

Close to supporting technical and en-
gineering industries—military, basiec, ap-
plied, development research facilities,
and technical servicing organizations.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chair-
man, I am pleased to rise in support of
H.R. 7500, authorizing appropriations to
the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration for fiscal year 1964.

In the past few years we have over-
come many obstacles in probing space.
Through research and experiment we
have advanced our technology in space
flight to a point that we have cracked
open the shell of ignorance to burst forth
into a totally new and unknown area of
mystery, which has perplexed man since
the beginning of time. An area which
may enable us to discover new minerals,
new food substances, and new ideas in
improving and extending life for man.
The door has been opened and it is now
our decision as to whether we should
step through it and continue on the
path which lays before us. I hope you
will agree that our only choice is to move
ahead.

The bill before us authorizes additional
money for continuing our program of
space exploration. It is a bill that has
been thoroughly inspected by the Science
and Astronautics Committee, and I be-
lieve they have reported a concise, pre-
cise measure which will produce a maxi-
mum effort at a minimum cost.

Not only has the committee objectively
researched the suggested proposals for
the advancement of our space program,
but they have openly declared the neces-
sity of coordination in our space pro-
grams. It is true that the basic objec-
tive of NASA's program is for peaceful
exploration of space, and yet, the les-
sons gained should benefit the military
aspects of space use. The advancements
achieved by NASA are in the interest of
the Nation’s welfare as well as national
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security. By coordinating their findings
with those of other Government agen-
cies, who are engaged in specific pro-
grams for the common good of the
United States, we will be in accord with
the meaning of “united” in protecting
our land.

Several theories have been advanced
by both military and scientific personnel
that space control is essential to national
defense. As we are engaged in a strug-
gle to maintain the position of the free
world, and we have seen fit to pay the
cost of an adequate defense, then space
control is necessary to protect our in-
vestment to date. We must support the
means to achieve this end. As a leading
nation in scientific technology, we must
assume the role as the free world’s leader
in conquering the problems of space
flight in order to deter any hostile na-
tion’s desire for world domination. Su-
periority in space could very well check-
mate world enslavement.

This bill before us is urgently needed
and cannot be abandoned. Its approval
should not be challenged but endorsed.
I, therefore, urge this body to agree to
its passage.

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Chairman, this bill
authorizes some $5%; billion for the space
program of the National Aeronauties and
Space Administration for fiscal year 1964.

Only real necessity, security, and com-
pelling national interest would warrant
and justify the approval of such a huge
nilonetary outlay by the Congress at this
time.

That these reasons exist is amply and
abundantly demonstrated by the commit-
tee report and other available evidence.
Desirable cuts in total dollar amounts
have been made.

There are vital, military considerations
and security questions involved in this
legislation which I will not elaborate
upon in my remarks and mention only to
indicate that they are present and are
such that they must be seriously consid-
ered by the House.

This bill is, however, primarily con-
cerned with space science and space ex-
ploration which have deepest implica-
tions for our Nation, if we do not wish to
fall behind in the forward march of
knowledge and civilization—man's in-
cessant search and need for expanding
his horizons as far as his capacity and
potentials permit in any given area.

While there are definite limits to our
conquest of space because of its seem-
ingly infinite nature, we must press
ahead, as far and as fast as we reason-
ably can, to insure that our national se-
curity and interests are safeguarded and
our progress and advancement in so
many complex and obscure fields of
knowledge so vital and desirable in so
many respects will be assured.

The proper location of the proposed
Electronics Space Center of this admin-
istration is a question that must be ap-
proached and determined on the merits
of the case, on the basis of what is best
for the overall space program and not
upon narrow, sectional political factors.

Admittedly, such a center must be
strategically placed where it is favored by
those intellectual institutions, facilities,
and personalities so essential and of im-
perative concern to the speedy, expedi-
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tious, expert completion of the extremely
difficult, novel, and truly challenging
tasks of the space program.

Unless the Center is close to adequate,
highly trained, top-level scientific per-
sonnel, great universities and technical
schools, endowed with the best available
research and training facilities, in an
atmosphere conducive to efficient per-
formance of the work, accessible to ap-
propriate industrial units where highly
skilled specialists and suitable techno-
logical and technical equipment and ma-
chinery are available. If such a complex
filling these basic requirements is not se-
lected, the space program, through po-
litical jockeying and manipulation, could
well fall flat on its face at the very out-
set. This must not happen.

The Government must not allow this
dire possibility to come to pass. Since
there is one area in the Nation that
stands out above all others on the basis
of merit and superlative qualifications, it
is to be hoped that area may be chosen
at an early date, and I urge this early
action upon the Executive and the Con-
gress. Any other decision could well be
harmful to our chances to win the cru-
cial battle for space that is now going on.

Mr. Chairman, I compliment the great
chairman of the committee, my very dear
friend and colleague, the gentleman from
California [Mr. MitLer], and his able
committee for their constructive work
and I propose to support the pending bill.

Mr. HAGEN of California. Mr,
Chairman, I would first like to quote from
page 176 of the report accompanying
H.R. 7500. The section entitled Flight
Research Center reads as follows:

Flight research support laboratory high
temperature loads calibration facility, The
request for these two facilities in the
amounts of $2,924,000 and $1,157,000, respec-
tively, were denied by the committee. In-
tensive questioning of witnesses and sep-
arate investigation failed to reveal any firm
projects assigned to this Center involving
high-speed research aircraft beyond the cur-
rent X-15 project. The committee notes
that the X-15 project is scheduled to be
completed at the close of fiscal year 1965.
In the absence of any firm programs to
justify the continuance of this Center, the
committee considers that no new construc-
tion should be initiated. Total reduction
$4,081,000.

The committee notes that no known
future aircraft projects will specifically re-
quire the continued existence of the Flight
Research Center beyond the date when the
X-156 project will be completed. Therefore
it is recommended that NASA give serious
consideration to an orderly, planned pro-
gram to close the Flight Research Center by
the end of fiscal year 1965.

The committee observes that more and
more personnel at the Flight Research Cen-
ter are being assigned to tasks related to
missions which are the primary responsi-
bility of other NASA centers. The commit-
tee does not desire to see the creation of
isolated cadres of personnel at the Flight
Research Center who are associated with
projects of other NASA centers, simply to
maintain a workload at the Flight Research
Center.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the action of
the committee deleting these two cap-
ital cost items to be in error and that
the source of the error is the faulty con-
gtéasions evidenced in the foregoing quo-

on.
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First they assume that these facili-
ties would contribute nothing to the full
development of the X-15 program. My
reading of the testimony leads me to be-
lieve that they would make a great con-
tribution to the X-15 program by greatly
increasing the knowledge which can be
gained from the remainder of the pro-
gramed tests with that aircraft. It
should be noted that the tests remaining
in that program are substantial in both
number and character.

Second, they must assume either that
there will be no testing of the X-B70, the
TFX, the V-STOL, the F-104, the X-20—
Dynasoar—the supersonic transport, and
other high performance aircraft and
space vehicles identified in the hearings
or that testing of all of them will occur
at places other than the Edwards Flight
Test Center. Neither of these assump-
tions are valid. All of these planes and
vehicles will be tested because their de-
velopment and production is programed.
I am confident that they will be tested
at Edwards. Heretofore Edwards has
been the prime flight test facility in the
United States and has been utilized by all
of the services for testing both high and
low performance aircraft. There is no
reason to assume that this situation will
change. Edwards possesses perfect fly-
ing weather and cloud conditions which
cannot be duplicated elsewhere. The
dry lake, which is supplemented by an
extremely costly manmade airstrip in be-
ing is the largest usable landing area in
the United States and possibly the world.
The Government has a huge investment
in flighttesting facilities which are du-
plicated nowhere else. It is a remarkable
assumption to predict that the Govern-
ment would attempt to duplicate them
elsewhere.

The requested additional facilities are
needed to fully utilize the state of the
art of flight testing high performance
aireraft and lift-type space vehicles.
Edwards is their necessary situs because
it is from Edwards that the test craft
takeoff and it is to Edwards that they
return and the maximum efficiency
demands that the instrumentation in-
volved be at the place of takeoff and
return. In addition the pilots of such
test vehicles make their home at Ed-
wards and derive value from this situs
of testing equipment connected with
their flights.

The amounts of money for these addi-
tional facilities is patently small in com-
parison with the value of aircraft and
other vehicles which will inevitably be
tested at Edwards.

I am advised that these facilities will
be used in the following programs:
Supersonic transport—both the high-
temperature facility and the Flight
Support Laboratory; the variable sweep
plane—both facilities; the V-Stol plane,
the Flight Support Laboratory; lifting-
body research, the Flight Support
Laboratory; recoverable booster re-
search—both facilities; hypersonic pro-
pulsion—both  facilities; hypersonic
aerodynamies—X 15, X-20 and HRAC—
the high-temperature facility; hyper-
sonic propulsion—both facilities; struc-
tures flight research—X-15, F-104, X-20,
and HRAC—the high-temperature fa-
cility; flight display research—X-15,
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F-104, Jetstar—the Flight Support
Laboratory; biotechnology—X-15, F-
104, F-100C—the Flight Support Labora-
tory, conirol system research—the
Flight Support Laboratory; and elec-
tronic system  research—F-104—the
Flight Support Laboratory.

I am not advised as to whether or not
the committee was informed of these
proposed uses of these facilities. I feel
confident that they were not, otherwise
the committee action would have in-
cluded authorization for them. I am
hopeful that the Senate will include both
of them in its version of the NASA
authorization bill and that the House
conferees will agree with such decision.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Chairman, I heart-
ily agree with the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts, former Speaker MarTIN, and
I hope that the amendment offered by
the gentleman from New York is de-
feated.

The amendment smacks of politics.
Some time ago NASA announced that it
was going to build its electronics lab-
oratory in the Greater Boston area.
During the development of nuclear power
and guided missiles, Massachusetts had
about 9 percent of the electronies busi-
ness. There are 364 firms in the area.
In fiscal year 1963 we did about 1 percent
of the business connected with the NASA
program. With 166 schools in New Eng-
land, including the Massachusetts In-
stitute of Technology, Harvard, Boston
College, Boston University, Holy Cross,
Worcester Tech, and Brandeis, to men-
tion a few of the outstanding universities,
the Members from Massachusetts and
New England are agreeable to the bill as
it is presently worded that NASA review
all of the sites throughout the Nation
that are interested in such an e onics
laboratory. We are willing abide by
the decision of NASA for the reason that
we are fully confident that we have the
locale and technical know-how and the
superior talents of the Nation and that
NASA will make a final recommendation
to the Science and Astronautics Com-
mittee to locate the laboratory in the
Greater Boston area.

It is my hope that the present amend-
ment which would delay the building of
this laboratory for at least another year
is defeated.

Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, this is the
third year I appear before you to advo-
cate passage of the annual National
Aeronautics and Space Administration
budget.

My assignment today in supporting
H.R. 7500 is specific discussion of that
aspect of the appropriation dealing with
the Apollo manned space flight program.

Of the $5.2 billion recommended by
your Committee on Science and Astro-
nautics for NASA for fiscal 1964, $2.4
hillion will be applied to the Apollo ef-
fort.

It was in the summer of 1961 that your
Science and Astronautics Committee
first recommended, and Congress ap-
proved, a budget fur manned space
flight.

That first allocation covering fiseal
1962 amounted to $487 million.

The following year approximately $1.1
billion was earmarked for Apollo by Con-
gress.

August 1

Each year the budget has increased
because each year we come closer to vi-
tally important breakthroughs in our as-
sault on the mysteries and challenges
posed by the Apollo project.

We understood this would be the case
when we initiated the program.

Today three barriers impede the per-
formance of the United States in space.
They apply equally to military and to
scientific progress.

They limif hope for advanced Ameri-
can exploration in the farthermost
reaches of the universe.

They restrict us in the 100 to 500 miles
of so-called inner space where national
security must be considered.

Barrier No. 1 is booster capability.

Barrier No. 2 is rendezvous capability.

Barrier No. 3 is precision-timing ca-
pability.

Mr, Chairman, impossible to ignore in
our budgeting to overcome these bar-
riers is an assessment of the relative
success of the Soviet Union with the
same problems.

Booster capability of the United States
in manned flight, as demonstrated in
Project Mercury, is 360,000 pounds.

Russia is presently presumed to be ca-
pable of 850,000 pounds of thrust.

Unclassified published studies suggest,
however, that the Soviets may now be
developing a new system of engines and
engine clustering which would increase
their booster capability by more than
50 percent.

Some American scientists believe that
a new basic engine will be produced in
Russia soon which could double the
thrust of their present engine.

The response of our space technicians
to this challenge is represented in en-
gines designated Saturn 1, Saturn 1B,
and Saturn V.

Each is part of the Apollo program.

Booster pofential of these Saturn
vehicles ranges from 1.5 to 7.5 million
pounds of thrust.

Rendezvous capability and precision-
timing capability must, of course, be

sophistication quite apart from thrust-
power.

No American achievement in these two
areas matches the Vostok flights of
August 11 and 12, 1962, and June 14 and
16, 1963.

Project Apollo, for which rendezvous
and precision-timing capacity are abso-
lutely essential, is currently the best hope
of our Nation in overcoming clearly dem-
onstrated Russian superiority.

To the Aeronautics and Astronautics
Coordinating Board of NASA and the
Department of Defense, established in
1960 and actively functioning today, will
be assigned many considerations involv-
ing application and development of Apol-
lo research.

Manned and unmanned space stations,
of interest to both science and the mili-
tary, are examples of areas in which
Apollo will be the trailblazer,

Even in the absence of international
competition and political tension, how-
ever, Apollo would be needed to break
down the three barriers which place in-
tolerable limitations on every aspect of
our potential in space.
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It may be a disadvantage rather than
an advantage that Apollo is best known
as the project by which the United States
seeks to accomplish the 768,000-mile
lunar expedition within this decade.

In point of fact, it is estimated that be-
tween 50 and 60 percent of the proposed
Apollo budget constitutes basic research
and development on space flight.

This means that more than half of
what is done in the name of Apollo ecan
be applied to any space activity in which
our Government might become engaged,
now and later.

Mr. Chairman, valuable previous dis-
cussions concerning the feasibility and
desirability of the Apollo program can be
reviewed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
of April 28 and May 24, 1961; and May
23 and July 10 and 11, 1962.

Hearings of the Committee on Science
and Astronautics especially useful in
assessing the program can be found in
reports dated May 12, 1961; May 15,
1962; and July 25, 1963.

No new technical information has been
acquired since the Apollo budget author-
izations for fiscal 1963 which now cast
doubt on the feasibility of the program.

All development has proceeded as
planned.

Arguments which originally justified
Apollo appropriations and programing,
and were considered acceptable by the
Congress in 1961 and 1962, still apply.

To continue the Apollo program on its
present schedule to July 1, 1964, we will
commit ourselves to the expenditure of
$2,475,900,000.

This total can be broken down in the
following way:

Pirst. For the spacecraft: Described
on page 9 of your report, $911,400,000.

Second. For operations: Described on
pages 9 and 16 of your report, $16 mil-
lion.

Third. For procurement of launch ve-
hicles: Described on pages 9 and 17 of
your report. $135 million.

Fourth. For support development:
Described on pages 9 and 18 of your
report, $25 million.

Fifth. For development of launch ve-
hicles: Described on page 22 of your
report, $1,138,5(0,000.

Sixth. For proportional allocation of
the costs of shared construction and fa-
cilities: Described on pages 127 through
160 of your report, an estimated $250
million.

Viewed solely from the standpoint of
technology and methodology, these items
have not, to my knowledge, come under
question.

It is in the ever-changing area of pub-
lic policy that Project Apollo and, in-
deed, the entire NASA budgef, right-
fully deserve close scrutiny by the
Congress.

In this regard I call your attention to
a supplementary opinion on page 201 of
the report submitted by six distinguished
members of our Science and Astro-
nautics Committee.

In essence the supplement deals with
the significant guestion of whether the
United States is intelligently balancing
Federal space expenditures between pro-
grams which contribute to national se-
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curity and programs of pure scientific
Tese 2

The signers of this supplement, while
not advocating rejection of the NASA
budget this year, express in a single area
? eegememl concern which many of us

There is clearly a need for more and
better information about the annual $14
to $15 billion of Government research
spending as it relates to scientific pri-
orities, national goals, and the need for
congressional and executive budgetary
discipline.

Such concern is, however, not incom-
patible with support of the NASA budget
today.

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on
Science and Astronauties is not afflicted
by either moon madness or space
obsession.

It has been for many months involved
with a businesslike consideration of the
finanecial requirements of the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration
for fiscal 1964.

From the NASA budget proposal first
submitted to us, $120 million was cut
from Apollo research and development
alone.

Beyond this, reductions of more than
8 percent of the total of the original re-
quest of the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration were imposed by
your committee.

Such a cutback is unprecedented in
the experience of this ageney.

We give you a hard budget but cer-
tainly not a crippling budget.

Mr. Chairman, on this basis I speak
in behalf of the proposed allocations of
both Apollo and NASA and urge pas-
sage of H.R. 7500 now before you.

Mr. RYAN of New York. Mr, Chair-
man, I want to join in paying tribute
to the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Science and Astronautics,
the gentleman from California [Mr.
MiriEr], and the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Tracking and Data Ac-
quisitions, the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr. HeceLER]. The entire
membership of this committee, regardless
of party affiliation, has worked diligently
and conscientiously in reviewing the
proposed NASA budget. The hearings
conducted by the three subcommittees
have been thorough and detailed. The
unanimous action of the committee in
reporting out the authorization bill, H.R.
7500, is the result in no insignificant way
of the fairness and objectivity displayed
by the three subcommittee chairmen, the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. TEAGUE],
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
KartH], and the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr. HecHLER], throughout the
long and exhaustive hearings.

The committee reduced the $5.7 bil-
lion budget request by some $474 million.
Despite the anguished outery of protest
from NASA, the lunar landing should
proceed on schedule provided NASA ex-
ercises greater prudence in its manage-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I believe our space pro-
gram is vital to our national interest.
Not only is national prestige involved,
but there are clear benefits to our econ-
omy as we push forward the frontiers of
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scientific knowledge. The exploration of
the moon, planets, and stars will unlock
the secrets of the universe. The pro-
gram already has yielded great gains
both through scientific satellites and
manned space flight.

The latest space accomplishment is
the launching of the Syncom II on July
26, 1963. This space communication
satellite has had phenomenal success.
Now in orbit at 22,300 miles, it is operat-
ing as expected and is almost con-
tinuously available for retransmission
purposes. The launching of Syncom II
is one of the most difficult space accom-
plishments to date, if not the most diffi-
cult. NASA deserves praise for carrying
out this major step toward U.S. pre-
eminence in space.

Since Sputnik I the Nation has set
succeedingly ambitious goals in space
and has seen them accomplished. Each
year Congress has increased the NASA
appropriations as follows:

Fiscal year:
1960.
1961

$523, 575, 000

964, 000, 000
1962 --- 1,825, 250, 000
1863. 4 3, 674, 115, 000

And now we are authorizing $5,238,-
119,400 for fiscal year 1964.

In any program of such scope and
rapid growth there is a need for close
scerutiny by the Congress of its manage-
ment and administration to make sure
that moneys appropriated are spent
wisely and without waste.

There is also a need for an under-
standing of the economic effects and
consequences of pursuing given policies.
In our rush for the moon we should not
ignore policy problems which are in-
herent in the peculiar relationship de-
veloping between Government and in-
dustry in this vastly expanding program.

I want to call the attention of the
committee to the report accompanying
H.R. 7500 and my separate views set
forth on pages 196-198 on the question
of communications satellites. Last year
Congress created the Communications
Satellite Corp., a private monopoly for
profit, which it was said would lead to
the expeditious development of a com-
mercial communications satellite sys-
tem. It was widely assumed by sponsors
of the Communications Satellite Corp.
bill that its enactment meant that pri-
vate industry would do the job, includ-
ing research and development. How-
ever, it is apparent from the record of
this year’s NASA authorization hearings
that the private corporation is sitting
back and waiting for the Government
to finance research and development. It
is further apparenf that the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration
has made no effort to require or induce
the corporation to undertake a fair share
of the risk and expense.

Mr. Chairman, last year in opposing
the creation of the private corporation
I called it a giveaway of a vast taxpayers’
investment and also warned that the
private profitmaking corporation would
be reluctant to invest in advanced re-
search and development. The corpora-
tion’s course so far bears out this pre-
diction. I suggest that the Government
is involved in a continuing giveaway for
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the benefit of the stockholders of this
private corporation. I believe that Con-
gress should provide a formula for reim-
bursement to the Government by this
corporation. I would hope that those
Members who so often declare their con-
cern for economy and budget cutting
would exercise diligence in making this
private monopoly pay, in part at least,
for the Government financed research
which will be of substantial benefit to
its stockholders.

Mr. Chairman, I might point out that
the $125,000 per year chairman of the
Communications Satellite Corp. testified
on April 30, 1963, that there were no
plans to issue stock for 15 to 18 months,
the second half of 1964. The corpora-
tion’s reluctance to undertake any ma-
jor research and development out of its
own pocket is in this lack of
interest in an immediate issuance of
stock because, without a stock issue, it
will have no money for substantial re-
search expenditures. The failure to plan
for a stock issue was recently censured
by the Federal Communications Com-
mission which declared on July 24, 1963:

We are now disturbed by current indica-
tions that the corporation no longer has
definite plans for an early issue of stock and
the apparent lack of progress by the cor-
poration in arranging for such an issue.

A similar concern has recently been
expressed by many Representatives and
Senators who originally voted for the
Satellite Act.

I include at this point in the Recorp
the July 24, 1963, letter from Federal
Communications Commission Chairman,
E. William Henry, to Mr. Leo D. Welch,
chairman of the board, Communications
Satellite Corp.:

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., July 24, 1963.
Re file No. ABM-2-CSA.
Mr. Leo D, WELCH,
Chairman of the Board, Communications
Satellite Corp., Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. WELCH: The Commission, by
order adopted today, has granted the appli-
cation of the Communications Satellite
Corp. for authorization to borrow an addi-

tional $600,000 wunder the line-of-credit
agreement previously authorized by the
Commission on February 26, 1963.

The Commission, however, is concerned
with the indefiniteness of the corporation’s
future plans as they relate to the matter of
financing and particularly the initial offering
of voting stock, contemplated by section
304(a) of the act. We, therefore, feel we
should now express the basis for our concern
in order that the corporation may be guided
accordingly, and that subsequent applica-
tions for financial authorizations will not
encounter difficulties that might otherwise
arise In satisfying the applicable statutory
standard of section 201(c) (8). This concern
stems from the fact that after the Commis-
sion authorized the corporation, on Febru-
ary 26, 1963, to enter into the line-of-credit
agreement and to borrow Iinitially $500,000
thereunder, there was an apparent change
in plans by the corporation with respect to
the timing of the public offering of the
initial issue. In applying for such author-
ization, and consistent with public expres-
sions of corporate planning as of that time,
it was represented to the Commission that
all borrowings under the Iline-of-credit
agreement would be repaid from the pro-
ceeds of the initial stock issue at a date
prior to the maturity date of February 28,
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1964. In fact, the terms and conditions of
the agreement clearly indicate that the
parties intended the loans to be repaid by
the maturity date. Thus, the agreement in-
dicated that notwithstanding the maturity
date, the corporation agreed to repay the
notes on the 10th day after receipt of the
proceeds of the initial stock offering. The
corporation further agreed, as an induce-
ment to the banks to make the loans, it
would use its best efforts to arrange for the
initial issue.

Recognizing the practical problems in-
volved in planning for and effectuating the
initial stock offering, we considered that a
period of approximately 1 year from the date
of incorporation (February 1, 1963) was not
an unreasonable time within which to take
the various steps required for the resolution
of these problems.

We are now disturbed by current indica-
tions that the corporation no longer has
definite plans for an early issue of stock and
the apparent lack of progress by the cor-
poration in arranging for such an issue.
Thus as you have advised us, until further
research and development effort clarifies the
type of communication satellite system that
is likely to be employed as the initial system,
and until a more definite picture emerges as
to the character and scope of foreign par-
ticipation in the system, no meaningful de-
cision can be reached by the corporation with
respect to the nature and extent of its capi-
tal requirements and its permanent financ-
ing.

The corporation, as it is now constituted,
is in the custodianship of the incorporators
appointed by the President pursuant to sec-
tion 302 of the Batellite Act. By the terms
of this provision, these incorporators are
to serve as the initial board of directors un-
ti1 the firet annual meeting of stockholders
or until their = )rs are el and
qualified. It is further provided that:

“Such incorporators shall arrange for an
initial stock offering and take whatever other
actions are necessary to establish the cor-
poration, including the filing of articles of
incorporation as approved by the President.”

Thus, the principal duty assigned by the
act to the incorporators is “to establish the
corporation.” Articles of incorporation ap-
proved by the President have been filed. But
until the initial stock offering has been ar-
ranged the corporation, although created,
has not been established within the mean-
ing and intent of the legislation. This does
not mean that the incorporators have been
foreclosed by the legislation from taking
any actions other than those specifically
enunciated in section 302. Clearly, as the
“initial board of directors” they are not so
limited. The important work involved in
carrying out the policy and purposes of the
act to establish a commercial satellite sys-
tem “as expeditiously as possible” (sec. 102
(a)) cannot be delayed or deferred until
establishment of the corporation has been
completed by the initial stock offering con-
templated by the act. Research and develop-
ment must be continuously and aggressively
pursued together with other measures that
must be taken in order to advance this most
critical national program.

However, the Commission deems it to be
of equal urgency and importance that the
incorporators fulfill their statutory respon-
sibility of completing the establishment of
the corporation by the initial stock offering
at the earliest practicable date. Congress
intended that the many vital technical and
policy decisions involved in the development
and establishment of an operational com-
mercial communication satellite system
would be made, not by the incorporators, but
by the representatives of the owners of the
corporation within the framework carefully
structured by the Congress for this purpose.
In providing for the establishment of a cor-
poration for profit, the Congress at the same
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time provided for a balanced representative
body of six directors to be elected by the
stockowning publie, six to be elected by the
stockowning communications common car-
riers and three to be appointed by the
President and confirmed by the Senate. We
believe it is within this amalgam of varie-
gated representation that Congress intended
that the policies and objectives of the Com-
munications Satellite Act would be given
expression and that the important decisions
shaping the destinles of the corporation
would be made. Undue delay in the estab-
lishment of the corporation may force the
present board of directors to engage in ac-
tivities and to make decisions which should
be left to the representatives of the owners
of the corporation.

The Commission is fully cognizant of the
problems and time involved in arranging for
a stock offering. The corporation, in plan-
ning and executing this particular issue—the
initial issue contemplated by the act—must
take into account not only the normal prob-
lems assoclated with a new enterprise, but
must also seek solutions to problems which
are unique to this corporation. Capital re-
quirements must be estimated under cir-
cumstances not normally present at this
stage of a new enterprise.

Resolution of this problem, as well as that
of providing other information required for
a prospectus, must be correlated with the
mandate of section 304(a) of the act that
the stock *“shall be sold * * * in a manner
to encourage the widest distribution to the
American public.” Nevertheless, consider-
ing the design and intent of the legislation,
it is our view that the principal focus of
the incorporators should be upon discharg-
ing as soon as practicable their only remain-
ing major duty of effectuating an initial
stock issue. The need for prompt action in
this respect is further emphasized by the
time involved in the preparation and com-
pletion of the issue and the installation of
a board of directors representing the owners
of the business as contemplated by the act.
Therefore, in passing upon future applica-
tions for authorization to borrow money, we
do not believe that we will be able to make
the required finding that the activities of
the corporation “are consistent with carrying
out the purposes and objectives” of the act
unless the corporation shows that positive
steps are being taken which will insure an
issue of capital stock to the public and to
authorized communications common carriers
at the earliest practicable date. Puture ap-
plications will be examined from this view-
point.

The corporation is accordingly requested
to file on or before September 30, 1963, a
statement with the Commission setting
forth fully the steps taken and to be taken
by the corporation to insure the issue of
the capital stock referred to in section 304(a)
of the Communications Satellite Act of
1962 at the earliest practicable date.

The foregoing views were adopted by the
Commission on July 24, 1963.

By direction of the Commission:

E. WiLLIAM HENRY,
Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, for the benefit of my
colleagues I include at this point in the
Recorp the full text of my separate views
which appear in the report:

BSEPARATE VIEWS OF CONGRESSMAN WILLIAM F.
RyAaN

In 1962 Congress established the Com-
munications Batellite Corp., & private profit-
making corporation, to develop, own, and
operate a communications satellite system
because, for one reason, it was felt that
“private enterprise would have more flexibil-
ity, greater speed, more initiative, and greater
risk taking than the Government would.”
The record of this year's NASA authoriza-
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tlon hearings demonstrates that (1) the
private corporation apparently intends to
rely almost entirely on Government risk
taking and financial support for research
and development; and (2) the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration has
shown absolutely no concern with requiring
or inducing the corporation to accept a fair
share of the risk and expense.

The proposed NASA research and develop-
ment budget for communlcations satellites
for fiscal year 1964 was $51 million, $8 mil-
lion more than was programed in fiscal year
1963. Although the Congress authorized
$85.8 million for fiscal year 1963, $43.7 mil-
lion was utilized. The committee reduced
the fiscal year 1964 request to some $42 mil-
lion. Despite persistent and repeated ques-
tioning, at no time did NASA spokesmen
indicate that they had given any substantial
thought to an appropriate allocation of
work between NASA and the corporation.
NASA spokesmen never explained what was
not in the budget because of the esablish-
ment of the satellite corporation, even
though several subcommittee members re-
peatedly sought an answer. Although it was
frequently sald that NASA would concen-
trate on the synchronous system, NASA is
continuing work on the medium altitude
system, the type that the corporation seems
to be favoring.

In short, NASA is proceeding with research
and development which is essential to the
establishment of an operational system and
has given no substantial thought to what
research and development projects should
be carried on by the corporation. This 1s
contrary to recent statements by those who
sponsored and supported the bill. When the
question was raised before the Senate Com-
merce Committee, Senator MIKE MONRONEY
sald:

“What I am wondering about is where
and how will these costs, that will precede
your final incorporation and stock issues, be
handled so that the Government will not be
continuing for 2 or 3 years to pay the major
cost of your operation which would be in
research and testing of communications sat-
ellites,” *

And Senator JouN Pastore, who managed
the bill on the Senate floor, declared:

*I think a serious question would be ralsed
by those who sponsored the legislation—if
the Government was going to do the research
and render this whole mechanism operable
and then have it turned over to the corpora-
tion. We felt the better job could be done by
private Industry; this included research.”?

‘The Communications Satellite Corp. chair-
man, Leo D. Welch, and its president, Joseph
Charyk, apparently have made no plans for
the corporation to assume the responsibility
for research and development. Mr. Welch
seemed impatient at the thought that the
committee should even be concerned about
who was footing the bill for the success of
an enterprise, the direct beneficlaries of
which would be private stockholders. In-
deed, on April 30, Mr. Welch testified that
the corporation did not even plan to issue
stock for 15 to 18 months, which will be the
second half of 1964. During this period
NASA will budget $42,175,000 for fiscal year
1964 In research and development. It is
clear that for the next year and a half the
corporation plans to finance almost none of
the vast amount of research mnecessary to
provide an operational system.

The corporation’s strategy seems to be to
let the Department of Defense do the work
for an operatlonal medium-altitude system
and to let NASA do the research for a high-

1“Communications Satellite Incorpora-
tors,” hearing before the Committee on Com-
merce, U.S. Senate, 88th Cong., 1st sess., p.
68.
*Id. at p. 70.
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altitude system. The Department of Defense
plans to have an operational medium-alti-
tude system by the end of 1965. The Depart-
ment of Defense budgeted $95 million in
fiscal year 1963 for communications satellites
and is asking $76 million for fiscal year 1964.
Although it will differ from a commercial
system with respect to capacity and expense,
obviously it will solve many technical prob-
lems common to both.

Congress did not intend a continuing gov-
ernmental subsidy to the corporation. The
corporation should pay for work directly
beneficial to it in the period prior to the or-
ganization of its own technical staff and
should take over much of the research there-
after. About 90 percent of NASA's research
in this area is contracted out to industry,
and on these contracts NASA really serves as
little more than a contracting officer or mid-
dleman. The corporation could easily re-
place NASA with respect to these contracts—
it would have to do little more than pay the
bills.

It is Interesting to note that incorporator
Bruce Sundlun testified before the Senate
Space Committee that the corporation might
do research and development for others at a
profit. Thus, the corporation definitely has
considered doing some research and develop-
ment, if only on a profitmaking basis for
others.

In these first years, however, until the
corporation is established, there seems to be
a legitimate role for NASA. But during this
period NASA should be reimbursed for re-
search and development. It should not be
too difficult to work out a formula for reim-
bursement, Every research corporation in
this country goes through the process in bill-
ing its clients.

The corporation argues, however, that it
would be inequitable to make it pay for
research because other private companies
may benefit from NASA's research program.
But this corporation, unlike other private
companies, was created as a private monop-
oly for the specific purpose of turning over
to private enterprise communications satel-
lite development, operation, and ownership.
In the alrcraft and other industries, where
the Government does finance a great deal
of research, the companies are competitive
and also invest a great deal of their own risk
capital on research and development. Na-
tional security and the alr safety of human
life are involved in the Government's air-
craft research program, and these purposes
have the highest priority.

As for the corporation’s argument that
NASA research will benefit manufacturers
of satellite components, the corporation it-
self will be the ultimate beneficiary, for the
component companies will be contracting
with the corporation.

Last year Congress made a decision to rely
on private enterprise to develop an opera-
tlonal communications satellite system, At
that time I said that the action amounted
to a giveaway of a vast taxpayers’ investment,
I also warned that the proposed private,
profitmaking tlon would be reluc-
tant to Invest in advanced research and
development.

It is clear from the testlmony before the
committee this year that NASA and the
Communications Satellite Corp. expect the
Government to finance future research and
development in a continuing giveaway.
Apparently the corporation intends to sit
back and take advantage of NASA's pro-
gram for the hbenefit of its private stock-
holders. Congress should face this issue
squarely, accept the consequences of turning
over communications satellites to the cor-
poration, and require some form of reim-
bursement to the Government.

WiLLiam F. RYAN.

Mr. Chairman, there are a number of
other areas in which NASA should ex-

13897

hibit greater concern for the public in-
terest. I am pleased that in the report
under committee views the conflict-of-
interest question is raised. NASA should
not put any contractor in a preferred
position and should be constantly alert
to the implications of concentrating
know-how and technology in the hands
of a few giant corporations.

We say in the report that NASA
should provide a fair and equitable op-
portunity for all firms to compete for
NASA contracts. Congress should in-
sist on competitive bidding wherever pos-
sible. Let us look at how NASA has
handled the letting of the contract for a
communications system at complex 39,
Merritt Island, Fla., from which Apollo
will be launched to the moon.

NASA invited bids for this communi-
cation system. Some 48 contractors sub-
mitted bids which were to be opened on
or about June 17. Before the bids
were opened, NASA reversed itself and
announced that 20 percent of this sys-
tem would be awarded to A.T. & T. or its
subsidiary and only 80 percent would be
open for competitive bidding. Mr.
Chairman, I hope that the committee
will investigate the circumstances sur-
rounding this decision and find out why
NASA suddenly determined that the
competitive bidding process should be
abandoned in order to insure 20 percent
of the system for a corporate giant.

Mr. Chairman, during the 1962 debate
on the NASA authorization I questioned
the tendency of NASA to contract with
outside corporations for personnel serv-
ices. Both the Bellcom and General
Electric contracts in effect augment
NASA personnel. Bellcom provides sys-
tems engineering advice and competence
and General Electric provides integra-
tion, reliability and checkout services as
well as hardware. I believe NASA should
develop this competence in-house. In-
house capability will result in greater
economy and will avoid the undesirable
consequence of concentrating vital know-
how in a few companies.

NASA should come to Congress and
ask for the necessary funds to hire suffi-
cient scientists and engineers so that it
will not have to go outside and set up
private corporations in order to pay
salaries comparable to industry.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say
another word about the GE contract.
For some inexplicable reason, after testi-
fying on April 9, 1963, that the GE con-
tract would be approximately $100 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1964 and that no other
expense was anticipated, NASA on April
16, 1963, issued a press release announc-
ing the extension of the GE contract to
provide services at the Mississippi test
facility for guard services, cafeteria
services, parking lot service—hardly
competences associated with the General
Electric Co. And this was done without
competitive bidding.

Mr. Chairman, I have related a num-
ber of examples of areas in which I be-
lieve close legislative oversight must be
exercised. When any agency has $5.2
billion to spend, 90 percent to be con-
tracted out to industry, the public in-
terest must be protected with vigilance.
I hope that NASA will not lose sight of
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the broad policy questions which trans-
ﬂigmaht the specific techniques of space

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Chairman, I have no further requests
for time.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Ihave
no further requests for time, Mr. Chair-
man. r

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read
the bill for amendment.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the bill be considered as read and be
open to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California? 5

There was no objection.

The bill is as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Unilted States of
America in Congress assembled, That there
is hereby authorized to be appropriated to
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration the sum of $5,238,119,400, as fol-
lows:

(a) For “Research and development”,
$4,037,675,000.

(b) For “Construction of facilities”, in-
cluding land acquisitions, $692,359,400, as
follows:

(1) Ames Research Center, Moffett Field,
California, $11,044,000.

(2) Goddard Space Flight Center, Green-
belt, Maryland, $17,032,500.

(3) Jet Propulsion Laboratory, Pasadena,
California, $2,998,200.

(4) Langley Research Center, Hampton,
Virginia, $8,204,700.

(6) Launch Operations Center, Cape Ca-
naveral, Florida, $279,677,000.

{6) Lewis Research Center, Cleveland and
Sandusky, Ohilo, $18,634,000.

(7) Manned Bpacecraft Center, Houston,
Texas, $35,102,000.

(8) Marshall Space Flight Center, Hunts-
ville, Alabama, $28,980,000.

(9) Michoud Plant, New Orleans, Louisl-
ana, $8,688,000.

(10) Mississippl Test Facility, Mississippi,
£92,696,000.

(11) Nuclear Rocket Development Station,
Nevada, $15,650,000.

(12) Various locations, $148,653,000.

(13) Facility planning and design not
otherwise provided for, $25,000,000.

(c) For “Administrative operations”,
$508,185,000.

(d) Appropriations for ‘“Research and
development” may be used (1) for any items
of a capital nature (other than acquisition
of land) which may be required for the per-
formance of research and development con-
tracts and (2) for grants to nonprofit insti-
tutions of higher education, or to nonprofit
organizations whose primary purpose is the
conduct of scientific research, for purchase or
construction of additional research facili-
ties; and title to such facilities shall be
vested in the United States unless the Ad-
ministrator determines that the national
program of aeronautical and space activities
will best be served by vesting title in any
such grantee institution or organization.
Each such grant shall be made under such
conditions as the Administrator shall deter-
mine to be required to insure that the
United States will receive therefrom benefit
adequate to justify the making of that grant.
None of the funds appropriated for "“Re-
search and development” pursuant to this
Act may be used for construction of any
major facility, the estimated cost of which,
including collateral equipment, exceeds
$250,000, unless the Administrator or his
designee has notified the Committee on
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Sclence and Astronautics of the House of
Representatives and the Committee on Aero-
nautical and Space Sciences of the Senate of
the nature, location, and estimated cost of
such facility.

{e) When so specified in an appropriation
Act, any amount appropriated for ‘“Research
and development” or for “Construction of
facilities” may remain available without fis-
cal year limitation.

(f) Appropriations made pursuant to sub-
section 1(c) may be used, but not to exceed
$35,000, for sclentific consultations or extra-
ordinary expenses upon the approval or au-
thority of the Administrator and his deter-
mination shall be final and conclusive upon
the accounting officers of the Government.

(g) No part of the funds appropriated
pursuant to subsection 1(c) for maintenance,
repairs, alterations, and minor construction
shall be used for the construction of any
new facility the estimated cost of which,
including collateral equipment, exceeds $100,-
000.

(h) No part of the funds authorized by
this section may be expended for the estab-
lishment of an Electronic Research Center
unless the Administrator has transmitted to
the Committee on Aeronautical and Space
Sciences of the Senate and to the Commit-
tee on Belence and Astronautics of the House
of Representatives a detailed study of the
geographic location of, the need for, and the
nature of, the proposed Center, and (1) each
such committee has transmitted to the Ad-
ministrator written notice to the effect that
such committee has no objection to the es-
tablishment of such Center, or (2) forty-
five days have passed after the transmittal
by the Administrator of such study to those
committees.

(1) Until such time as the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration shall es-
tablish uniform design criteria and con-
struction standards for facilities for which
appropriations are authorized pursuant to
this Act, the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration shall utilize for such fa-
cilities design criteria and construction
standards established either by the General
Services Administration, the United States
Navy Bureau of Yards and Docks, or the
United States Army Corps of Engineers.

Sec. 2. Authorization is hereby granted
whereby any of the amounts prescribed in
paragraphs (1), (2), (3), (4), (5), (8), (T),
(8), (9), (10), (11), and (12), of subsection
1(b) may, in the discretion of the Adminis-
trator of the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration, be varied upward & per cen-
tum to meet unusual cost varlations, but the
total cost of all work authorized under such
paragraphs shall not exceed a total of $667,-
359,400.

Sec. 3. Not to exceed 2 per centum of the
funds appropriated pursuant to subsection
1(a) hereof may be transferred to the “Con-
struction of facilities” appropriation, and,
when so transferred together with $30,000,000
of the funds appropriated pursuant to sub-
section 1(b) hereof (other than funds appro-
priated pursuant to paragraph (13) of such
subsection) shall be available for expendi-
ture to construct, expand, or modify labora-
tories and other installations at any location
(including locations specified in subsection
1(b)), if (1) the Administrator determines
such action to be necessary because of
changes in the national program of aero-
nautical and space activities or new scientific
or engineering developments, and (2) he de-
termines that deferral of such actlon until
the enactment of the next authorization Act
would be inconsistent with the interest of
the Nation in aeronautical and space activi-
ties. The funds so made available may be
expended to acquire, construct, convert, re-
habilitate, or install t or temporary
public works, including land acquisition, site
preparation, appurtenances, utilities, and
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equipment. No portion of such sums may be
obligated for expenditure or ed to
construct, expand, or modify laboratories
and other installations until the Administra-
tor or his designee has transmitted to the
Committee on Science and Astronautics of
the House of Representatives and to the
Committee on Aeronautical and Space
Sclences of the Senate a written report con-
taining a full and complete statement con-
cerning (1) the nature of such construction,
expansion, or modification, (2) the cost
thereof, including the cost of any real
estate action pertaining thereto, and (3) the
reason why such construction, expansion,
or modification is necessary in the national
interest.

Bec. 4. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this Act—

(1) no amount appropriated pursuant to
this Act may be used for any program or item
deleted by the Congress from requests as
originally made to either the House Commit-
tee on Science and Astronautics or the Sen-
ate Committee on Aeronautical and Space
Sciences,

(2) no amount appropriated pursuant to
this Act may be used for any program or
item in excess of the amount actually au-
thorized for that particular program or item
when the authorization originally requested
of either such committee for such program
or item has been specifically reduced by the
Congress, and

(3) no amount appropriated pursuant to
this Act may be used for any program which
has not been presented to or requested of
either such committee,

until the Administrator or his designee has
secured the prior approval of each such com-
mittee. If, within thirty days after the
transmittal of a request for such approval
by the Administrator or his designee, no ob-
jection has been raised by either committee,
their approval shall be deemed to have been
secured.

Sec. 5. The Administrator is hereby au-
thorized to transfer, with the approval of the
Bureau of the Budget, funds appropriated
pursuant to this Aect (other than funds ap-
propriated pursuant to paragraph (13) of
subsection 1(b) ), to any other agency of the
Government whenever the Administrator de-
termines such transfer necessary for the effi-
cient accomplishment of the objectives for
which the funds have been appropriated.
Not more than $20,000,000 of the funds au-
thorized by this Act may be transferred by
the Administrator under this section, and no
transfer in excess of $250,000 shall be made
under this section unless the Administrator
has transmitted to the Committee on Aero-
nautical and Space Sciences of the Senate
and to the Committee on Science and Astro-
nautics of the House of Representatives a
written statement concerning the amount
and purpose of, and the reason for, such
transfer, and (1) each such committee has
transmitted to the Administrator written
notice to the effect that such committee has
no objection to that transfer, or (2) thirty
days have passed after the transmittal by the
Administrator of such statement to those
committees.

Sec, 6. Section 307 of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Act of 1958 is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“(e) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the authorization of any appropria-
tion to the Administration shall expire (un-
less an earlier expiration is specifically pro-
vided) at the close of the third fiscal year
following the fiscal year in which the au-
thorization was enacted, to the extent that
such appropriaton has not theretofore ac-
tually been made.”

SEec. 7. This Act may be cited as the “Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration
Authorization Act, 1964."
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PELLY

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. PELLY: Page 2,
line 25, strike out *“$25,000,000” and insert
*“$15,000,000".

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment would reduce the amount in
the bill for facility planning and design.
The administration asked for $10 mil-
lion. The subcommittee which consid-
ered this part of the bill did not change
this figure, but when the matter came
up in the full committee an additional
amount of $15 million was added to the
original $10 million, making a total of
$25 million. In committee at the time,
I offered a substitute motion to fix the
amount at $15 million, but it did not
carry.

I urge support of this amendment.
Surely $15 million is adequate.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PELLY. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, this is the advance design
amendment money; and your amend-
ment would still give $5 million more
than the President has requested, when
he requested $10 million?

Mr., PELLY. That is correct.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. I
would support the amendment and would
request the chairman likewise to accept
the amendment.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Chairman, we accept the amendment.

Mr. PELLY. I thank the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Washington [Mr. PELLY].

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED EY MR. WEAVER

Mr. WEAVER. Mz, Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WeaveEr: Page
5, after line 11, insert the following new
subsection:

“{J) Of the amount authorized to be ap-
propriated pursuant to paragraph (13) of
subsection (b), $2,000,000 shall be for use
in the expansion of the existing life sciences
research facilities at Wright-Patterson Pield,
Ohio, or Brooks Medical Center, Texas, as
determined by the Administrator.”

Page 1, line 5, strike out *$5,238,119,400"
and insert “$5,235,479,400".

1, line 8, strike out *$692,359,400"
and insert “$689,719,400".

Page 2, line 2, strike out “$11,044,000" and
insert "'$6,404,000".

Page 2, line 23, strike out *'$148,653,000"
and insert “$150,663,000".

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I make a point of order
against the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state the point of order.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, this amendment refers to in-
stallations and the construction of facil-
ities which are not set out in the original
bill, HR. 7500. The paragraph (b) on
page 1, line 7, which goes over on page 2
of the bill, you will note, has the list of
facilities that are the subject of this bill.
The Wright-Patterson Field is, first, not
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mentioned nor is the Brooks Air Force
Base in Texas mentioned in this list of
facilities.

Second, the amendment is defective in
that these are both Department of De-
fense installations.

Third, the Administrator of the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration by this amendment would have
the decision as to where to put the $2
million between these two Department of
Defense facilities. Obviously, it is not
germane to the bill nor is it within the
jurisdiction of the Science and Astronau-
tics Committee for the legislation now
before us to determine authorization for
Department of Defense facilities such as
these two facilities are.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I make the
point of order against the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. WEAVER]
desire to be heard?

Mr. WEAVER. Yes, Mr. Chairman,
I want to speak to the point of order.

Mr. Chairman, this is intended to
maintain a life sciences research unit
but to remove the funds allocated for the
Ames Research Center and apply them
at existing facilities either at Wright-
Patterson Field or the Brooks Medical
Center, Tex. That is the purpose of this
amendment. It isrelated to the bill and,
therefore, Mr. Chairman, I respectfully
consider that it is germane to this bill.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, may I be heard further?
This would obviously be an authorization
of $2 million beyond the budget and it
would be an authorization for the use of
two facilities which are Department of
Defense facilities. One of the facilities
is the Wright-Patterson Field which is
under the jurisdiction of the Air Force at
Dayton, Ohio, and the other is the
Brooks Airfield located in Texas. Like-
wise, it puts within the diseretion of the
Administrator of NASA the determina-
tion as to how to allocate the $2 million
between the two Department of Defense
facilities which, in my opinion, is clearly
beyond the jurisdiction either of the
Science and Astronautics Committee
dealing with the peacetime uses of space
and clearly beyond the jurisdiction of
the bill, because neither one of these
facilities is mentioned under the facili-
ties listed in H.R. 7500, under subpara-
graph (b),

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair asks the
gentleman to repeat that statement. Are
these facilities mentioned in HR. 7500?

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. They
are not.

The CHAIRMAN. Are they under the
jurisdiction of the Space Agency at the
present time?

Mr, FULTON of Pennsylvania. They
are not. They are under the jurisdic-
tion of the armed services, and they are
not peacetime agencies. So that under
no circumstances could we in this bill
legislate for the Committee on Armed
Services nor for the armed services
themselves.

Mr. Chairman, further, it is particu-
larly bad because this amendment puts
in the power of the Administrator of the
National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration the authority to administer a
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defense agency, a defense installation,
and likewise it gives him the power, does
it not Mr. WEAVER, to determine as be-
tween these installations how much
money shall be spent on either?

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentle-~
man from Pennsylvania indulge the
Chair for just one further question? Arve
there any funds in H.R. 7500 for the Ed-
wards Air Force Base in California?

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. No,
this does not have anything to do with
the Edwards Air Force Base in Cali-
fornia. But we do have an installation
there for the X-15 and the X-17, which
is under lease, just as Patrick Air Force
Base is under lease with the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration.
The National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration does not run Patrick Air
Force Base, nor does it run Edwards Air
Force Base.

We likewise have, if I could say this, at
Ames Laboratory, Moffett Field, a pro-
gram which would be affected by taking
away $2 million from the space agency.
This program is operated by the space
:.igency and it is not a military installa-

on.

Mr. Chairman, it is that part that we
are authorizing in this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule, It is the opinion of the
Chair that the amendment is germane.
It deals with the same subject matter.
Therefore, the Chair overrules the point
of order.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. WEAVER] is recognized for 5 minutes
in support of his amendment.

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment proposes that the sum of
$4,640,000 be deleted and that $2 million
be substituted for the Ames Research
Center Life Sciences Laboratory.

At present, there is about $40 million
invested in Air Force facilities at Wright-
Patterson Field in Ohio and Brooks
Medical Center in Texas involved in
aeromedic..] space programs. It is felt
that although there are special require-
ments of NASA in the field of outer space,
it would be best to coordinate these fa-
cilities under the two existing facilities.
In this way, it should be possible to cut
down on personnel requirements, du-
plication of facilities, and to centralize
aeromedical efforts. With the shortage
of scientific personnel in this country,
attracting scientists away from other
necessary scientific programs into the
Life Sciences Research Laboratory ex-
pansion proposed at Ames should be
avoided.

The Air Force presently has in excess
of 2,100 highly experienced people—279
scientists, 142 masters of science, 194
bachelors of science. There are en-
gineers, technicians, and direct admin-
istrative support working in in-house
bioastronautic agencies. These people
work in highly specialized laboratories,
located principally at Wright-Patterson
Air Force Base and Brooks Air Force
Base.

It is apparent that expansion of bio-
astronautics capabilities is a necessity
for the success of the space program.
This necessarily must meet NASA re-
quirements and hence should be funded
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by NASA. However, testimony before
the committee revealed that the pro-
posal for the Life Science Research Lab-
oratory was made in spite of savings that
might have been accomplished through
use of DOD facilities.

A new joint NASA-DOD Committee
recently established as a subpanel of the
Supporting Space Research and Tech-
nology Panel of the Aeronautics and As-
tronautics Coordinating Board could
serve in resolving many such problems
arising from bioastronautics efforts of
NASA and DOD. It is hoped that this
committee will take into full recognition
the great number of experienced person-
nel who are already doing work in this
field through the DOD. The newly ex-
panded facilities at Houston's Brooks
Medical Center and Wright-Patterson
Air Force Base, Ohio, could make a co-
ordinated centralized site for such
activities.

We cannot afford the luxury of the
dispersion of our scientific talent
throughout duplicating facilities.

Actual experience with the fiscal year
1963 funds for direet research and de-
velopment in the human factor systems
program is reported by NASA to be:

Percent

NASA In-house R. & Do .. 19.38

Ames Research Center.ooacocaaa-- 12.25

All other centers T7.13

Transfer to DOD and AEC for R. & D. 21.00
Contracts with Iindustry, hospitals
and research organizations for

R. & D 59.62

Headquarters. 21.00

Ames Research Center___..___.__. 23.76

All other centers 15.87

It would seem to many of us that
greater utilization of existing facilities
in the DOD and in the scientific com-
munity are indicated rather than grad-
ually increasing in-house NASA research

programs.
To quote General Roadman before the
committee:

Indeed we feel completely confident that
the biomedical needs of the currently ap-
proved series of manned space flight projects
can be met by the application of existing
technology.

Admiral Haywood said:

I would say they [NASA] should not get
into aerospace medicine., The Department
of Defense will do any of the aerospace
medicine they need. There are people in-
volved, and we have the people and the fa-
cilities and documents involved and the work
force at the present time in the Navy and
Army. I think the declision, between the
Becretary of Defense and doctors, would be
the Department of Defense would do it, that
NASA would not get in it.

COoMMENTS ON GENERAL Roapman's TESTI-
MONY BY MAJ. GEN. THEODORE C. BEDWELL
There is no question tht NASA is

uniquely experienced in seleced areas asso-

clated with launch, flight, and recovery
phases of Project Mercury. However, from

General Roadman's testimony, the mistaken

impression could be gained that all aerospace

medicine competence for space flight is to
be found within NASA. I don’t believe Gen-
eral Roadman intended this implication.
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That he did not is borne out by his later
elaboration. However, I would like to point
out the following:

Continuing medical evaluation of the Mer-
cury crewmen is performed at the SAM
(Bchool of Aviation Medicine) and Wilford
Hall USAF Hospital. The medical monitors
for the Project Mercury tracking stations
were trained at the SAM. Over the entire
period of the various Mercury flights the
Alr Force, Navy, and the Army supplied med-
ical monitors for tracking stations through-
out the world. The DOD supplied highly
skilled medical support personnel for the
Mercury recovery teams. After each Mer-
cury flight, the astronaut was medically eval-
uated and debriefed by flight surgeons of
the schools of aerospace medicine of the Air
Force and Navy. In addition, the Air Force
and Navy have been an important source of
sclentific manpower to staff key positions in
the NASA organization as, for example, Gen-
eral Roadman and many others.

In any program as large and complex as
that of aerospace medicine, In support of
DOD activities and In NASA, it is obvious
that it will be difficult, if not impossible, to
get uniform and complete agreements on the
solutions. It is however, the desire of the
Aerospace Medical Division laboratories to
cooperate fully and completely with NASA,
It is believed, in order to take full advantage
of the capablilities existing within our Divi-
sion, that early coordination should be ef-
fected before a program is finalized. This
would afford an opportunity to prevent any
unwarranted duplication elther in the in-
house type of research or that done by con-
tract. Bince there is a relative shortage of
qualified personnel to conduct research in
the overall field of aerospace medicine, this
would afford an opportunity to properly
utilize the capabilities of existing labora-
tories and personnel.

It would seem to me that now is the
time to consolidate facilities and develop
a truly coordinated aerospace medical
program between DOD and NASA.

‘We propose that the $2 million be used
for expansion of facilities at Wright-
Patterson Field or Brooks Medical
Center in the life sciences field. This
will provide a concentrated, coordinated
aeromedical program with a minimum
of dispersion and displacement of scien-
tific personnel.

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of the
amendment.

Mr. KARTH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the pending amendment.
I shall not take my full time because I
know there are other Members who feel
as strongly in opposition to this amend-
ment as I do who will have many things
to say about why the amendment should
not be agreed to.

Let me say first of all, Mr. Chairman,
the subcommittee dealt with NASA
rather harshly in this whole life sciences
area. As soon as the subcommittee was
aware of the fact that the Air Force, the
Navy, and NASA, all three, were doing
some work in this area, we took a good
hard look at it and took testimony from
all three agencies of the Government.

We found during the hearings that
while some of the work was being dupli-
cated perhaps it was in areas where
duplication is warranted but in other
areas where NASA had work to be done
and did not have the facilities to do it,
that they actually contracted with the
Air Force to do the work. They sub-
mitted a list of some 28 or 30 different
areas where NASA did not have the capa-

August 1

bility to do the research work, and asked
for assistance from the Air Force. If
I recall correctly, the Air Force respond-
ed that they could assist in some 13
areas. So a contract was made between
the two agencies of Government turning
this work over to the Air Force.

I would merely conclude, Mr. Chair-
man, by saying we dealt very harshly
with NASA in putting the 1id on, further
expansion of the NASA agency in this
particular life science area.

I would coneclude that irrespective and
because they do have a very unique need
for life science research in the field of
outer space, they certainly should have
a place for the people to do the research
work in. For that reason we authorized
the $5 million laboratory at Ames Field.
I certainly hope that this amendment
will be defeated.

I may say, Mr. Chairman, in conclu-
sion, while a good deal of this research
work is being done and while NASA has
the ability and competence in that field
to do the research work, they have no
tools with which to do the work. This
$5 million item that is now being asked
to be stricken from the bill is merely for
tools to do the work that needs to be
done. I do not think under any stretch
of the imagination should we deny this
agency of our Government the facilities
to do the necessary research in life
Sclences.

Mr. DADDARIO. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the pending amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I recognize that the
gentleman from Pennsylvania is trying
to be constructive in an attempt to fur-
ther bind together the scientific and
medical resources of the Government so
that we can have a better life science
program in NASA. I would like to call
the attention of the committee to the fact
that this has already been done. If you
will turn to three sections of the com-
mittee report, the “Aerospace Medicine”
section at page 170, shows how the com-
mittee, in order to force coordination
between NASA and the Department of
Defense, has already eliminated $5 mil-
lion in facilities alone and there is a
commensurate and proportionate reduc-
tion in personnel.

Under biosciences, and if you will turn
to page 173, you will note that there has
been a reduction of from $35 million to
$21 million in this part of the program.
Under the human factors system section,
at page 174 which is the third section
through which NASA operates its life
sciences program, there has been a fur-
ther reduction of about $5 million. It
is well recognized that the School of
Aviation Medicine at Brooks Air Force
Base has the foremost life sciences capa-
bility in the biosciences field. It is a
facility which should be used and ad-
mittedly can be used better. Our com-
mitte has often brought NASA and the
Department of Defense before it so that
there could be a more effective program
in the medicine area. It is our belief
that we have taken the necessary steps
already and this additional cut, as re-
flected in the offered amendment, will
be a crippling and harmful one. It
should be defeated and we should allow
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the Spacz Committee to continue its
surveillance which has already shown
itself to be so constructive in binding
together these resources in the most
efficient manner.

Mr. STAEBLER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment. I
have enjoyed serving on the same com-
mittee as the author of this amendment,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. We
have talked about this subject many
times. As the chairman of our subcom-
mittee, the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. KarTH], has said, this matter has
already been handled. The question of
possible duplication has been raised with
the Department of Defense, with NASA,
and machinery has been set in motion
to take care of any possible duplication
of effort.

The author of the amendment gquoted
Mr. Brown, Harold Brown, of the De-
partment of Defense. Harold Brown is
one of the signatories to an agreement
dated June 24 with NASA and with the
Department of Defense in which a Life
Sciences Subpanel Coordinating Com-
mittee is established. That committee
has already begun meeting. I read one
of the responsibilities of that committee
which is described as follows:

Periodically to review NASA, Department of
Defense, and, wherever applicable, other na-
tional industry and university life sciences
research facllities and requirements on a
regular basis in order to provide up-to-date
information for planning and budgeting
purposes as well as appropriate coordination.

I think in the light of the fact that we
have already established a coordinating
agency for this purpose, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania is beating a dead dog
and I suggest that the amendment be
defeated.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WEAVER].

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. WeavER) there
were—ayes 63, noes 67.

Mr. WEAVER. Mr.
demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. Weaver and
Mr. EARTH.

The Committee again divided, and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes
102, noes 107.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROUDEBUSH

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. RoupesusH, of
Indiana: Page 1, line b, strike out "“$5,238,-
119,400" and insert “$5,213,719,000."

Page 1, line 6, strike out “$4,087,575,000”
and insert “$4,013,175,000.”

Page 3, line 17, after the period, insert the
following: “Of the funds appropriated under
subsection (a) of this section, the amount
authorized for facilities, training and research
grants shall not exceed $30,600,000.”

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Chairman,
the purpose of this amendment I think
is quite clear. However, I would like to
gxplain just briefly what it proposes to

0.

The bill authorizes the amount of $55
million for fiscal year 1964 for “Facility,

Chairman, I
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training, and research grants.” This is
actually an increase of about $25 million
over fiscal 1963 and is more than four
times the amount allowed for fiscal 1962,
since at that time the authorization was
$12 million.

The purpose of these facility, training,
and research grants is to help universi-
ties in their scientific research and col-
lege graduate students throughout the
Nation in the fields of science, and espe-
cially those sciences peculiar to our space
program. .

If this money is granted by the Con-
gress, it would result in the number of
students enrolled in this program being
increased from 900 in September of 1963
to an anticipated level of 1,500 students
in 1964,

And then it is the plan of NASA—ac-
cording to testimony in committee—to
continue increasing the number to an
anticipated level of 4,000 total student
enrollees.

I think we are all aware of the finan-
cial participation by the Federal Gov-
ernment in the field of education. I
would like to just single out one agency
in addition to NASA as an example of
this point.

The National Secience Foundation
alone spent about a quarter of a billion
dollars in fiscal year 1962, and in 1963
this was increased to $322 million. And
it is my understanding that they are
asking $589 million for fiscal 1964.

I think we in the Congress are faced
with the dilemma of having more than
40 separate and distinct Government
agencies having programs with subsidies
for education, without any effective
means of coordinating these programs.

The purpose of my amendment is not
to cut this program, but rather to stabi-
lize it. My amendment gives NASA ex-
actly the same amount of money for
fiscal year 1964 which it had in fiscal
1963.

Therefore, to repeat and make it
crystal clear, this is not a reduction of
the some $25 million but rather the al-
lowance of the same amount the pro-
gram had last year.

To give you an example of the size and
extent of this program, if we permit
NASA to reach its estimated goal of
4,000 graduate students, it would repre-
sent about 13 percent of the current
number of NASA employees, and would
mean that for about every nine employ-
ees in NASA there would be one college
student supported with Government
funds.

In closing, let me make it perfectly
clear that I fully appreciate the value
of research in our country, and I know
that the proponents of this legislation
will tell you of the tremendous drain
NASA has been on scientific personnel
from private industry. I believe this
problem is greatly overemphasized.

May I tell you that I have carefully
studied the subcommittee hearings con-
cerning these funds, and I simply don’t
think that expansion of the program is
justified.

I was most pleased to note that sev-
eral scientific publications in their re-
cent issues have agreed with my stand
that the size of this training program
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and facility grants is getting completely
out of hand.

I ask that this amendment be adopted
and that we save about $25 million for
the taxpayers of the United States. I
assure you that this will not in any way
affect our space program or the an-
nounced efforts of our Nation concerning
our space goals.

Mr. HALLECEK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROUDEBUSH.
to the gentleman.

Mr. HALLECK. As the gentleman
knows, he and I, together with others,
have discussed this amendment. I do
want to say I think the amendment is
very much in order and it should be
adopted. I think it will carry on the
programs that the gentleman has pointed
out with all necessary speed and dili-
gence, and it may very well avoid some
waste and, certainly, a lot of duplica-
tion that otherwise might occur.

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. I thank the gen-
tleman for his contribution.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. PELLY, The gentleman refers to
42 Government departments and agen-
cies that have various educational pro-
grams. I am informed that the total
cost of these programs is in excess of $2
billion, I would like to point out that
our colleague, the gentlewoman from
Oregon [Mrs. GREEN] headed a commit-
tee which has made a study of the inter-
lapping and overlapping of these various
educational programs. The recommen~
dation that has been made in that
connection is the creation within the
executive branch of an interagency coun-
cil on education to coordinate the educa-
tional activities of all Federal agencies.

I shall support the gentleman on his
amendment.

Mr. KEARTH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, if there are further
economies to be effected in this partic-
ular bill, I suggest that they not be done
in the section suggested by the gentle-
man from Indiana [Mr. RoUDEBUSH].

In the first place, Mr. Chairman, mem-
bers of the Committee must realize that
the program we are talking about deals
only with predoctoral grants. There are
no other educational grants involved in
the NASA training program. It is only
predoctoral, 3-year predoctoral, training
grants in the scientific disciplines.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. RoupeEsusH] says he does not
want to cut this program; he does not
want to cripple it; he merely wants to
stabilize it. Let me tell you why his
amendment cannot possibly do it. In
the first instance this program was de-
veloped several years ago by NASA and
it has already been adopted or at least
the philosophy or the theory has been
adopted by the House to the effect that
by school year 1967-68 we should be
graduating approximately 1,000 doctoral
students in the scientific disciplines
every year.

Yes, Mr, Chairman, it is true that by
the 1967-68 school year we will have

I am glad to yield
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4,000 trainees taking their predoctoral
courses, but we will never graduate more
than 1,000 per year.

Mr. Chairman, the cut which is pro-
posed by this amendment is $25 million.
Let me just call to the attention of the
members of the Committee the fact that
insofar as training grants are concerned
for fiscal year 1964 the fotal request is
$25 million. Inasmuch as the gentleman
who offers the amendment is only con-
cerned with these grants, the individual
predoctoral grants, it would mean that
all of the predoctoral grant money is
taken from the fiscal year 1964 budget.
If this is not the intention, then let me
call to the attention of the members of
the Committee, Mr. Chairman, that what
the gentleman is doing is cutting not only
the predoctoral grant section but he is
also cutting the universities facilities sec-
tion. This I say would be a real tragedy.
Obviously, the universities today do not
have the kind of wherewithal, the finan-
cial resources, to develop the new capa-
bilities, buy the new machinery and pur-
chase the new facilities necessary to cope
with the racing technologies of the
sixties.

But it is extremely important, Mr,
Chairman, that we continue to educate.
The only way we can educate in the new
scientific diseiplines is to, No. 1, have the
proper facilities at the universities. I
might say, Mr. Chairman, that insofar
as the total U.S. Government support of
all graduate students is concerned—that
is, student support, education, new faeil-
ities, and so on for the fiscal year 1964—
it will amount to about $580 million
and in 1970 will amount to about $700
million. This is only about 3 percent
of the Federal Government's expendi-
tures in research, development, test, and
evaluation.

Mr. Chairman, I really do not think
it is too much to ask that this Govern-
ment invest 3 percent in brainpower to
do all of the research, all of the develop-
ment, all of the tests and all of the eval-
uation in the various fields of research
in which today we are making space his-

In addition to that the President’s
Scientific Advisory Board and the Bureau
of the Budget have very well evaluated
whatever duplication might exist, and
are apparently satisfied with the results.

Certainly, Mr. Chairman, with the rac-
ing new technology of the sixties and
seventies, it is very important that we
train people in the new disciplines. It
is well understood that the Soviet Union
is graduating about three times as many
engineers today as the United States is
graduating.

I think it would indeed be one of the
very falsest of economies if we cut in this
particular area.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment of the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr., ROUDE-
BUsH]. His complaint seems to be that
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the total of $55 million for the construc-
tion of laboratory facilities and the
training of scientists, technicians and
engineers in our universities and the
research grants to our universities is too
large an amount. He would propose to
return the funding to the level of 1963,
or from $55 million to $35 million. Be-
fore the close of this debate I think we
should analyze some of the items in this
authorization because the subcommittee
spent a lot of time and held extensive
hearings before it recommended the full
$55 million.

The fact of the matter is you cannot
train these predoctoral scientists very
well unless you have adequate facilities,
and this means laboratory facilities and
equipment which in turn must be housed.
Fiscal year 1963 had money for the con-
struction of only 222,000 square feet in
seven universities. Our fiscal year 1964
authorization proposed only 400,000
square feet at 11 universities, nationwide.
This is & modest program. It is not a
big program; it is not beyond what can
reasonably be expected to provide the
needed facilities.

Now let us look at the training grants.
The program provides for only a limited
supply of highly trained scientists and
engineers. This training program pro-
vides & 3-year training opportunity
to graduate students offering Ph. D.’s in
space-related areas.

These trainees will—after their train-
ing—beecome high caliber scientists and
engineers. These stipends are on a com-
petitive level with other sources includ-
ing other Federal agencies. They will
not draw students away from other de-
partments in these institutions of
learning. It is hoped 1,250 students can
be added in the fall of 1964 and another
1,300 in the fall of 1965. As has been
mentioned here before, lead time is im-
portant and the goal of graduating 1,000
students a year will not be reached until
the spring of 1967. If the proposed
amendment is adopted here today, it will
seriously damage the projected program
which calls for a stabilized figure, of the
graduating of 1,000 students per year.
Every phase and feature of this program
is reasonable. The stipend is $2,400 for
a full year of graduate study.

Now, just a word about the proposed
research grants. This is a more flexible
P , than that where NASA con-
tracts with industry for its research re-
quirements. It is a plan whereby there
is a consolidation of related research
projects within a university and a multi-
disciplinary approach. This means that
where a university has received a re-
search grant and a project is outlined,
then instead of following the traditional
approach of dealing with several depart-
ments in several universities, a sort of
package approach is followed.

This means that full efforts of a group
will be focused on one objective and the
group may include perhaps biologists,
geologlists, physicists, chemists, electron-
ics specialists, meteorologists, and engi-
neers who will work together as a closely
knit group with one object in mind. I
suppose this sort of approach might even
be comparable to a miniature Manhat-~
tan project or a small scale Polaris proj-
ect in which all eyes are focused upon
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obtaining fast results and reaching the
objective as quickly as possible through
the elimination of any possible time lags
or administrative redtape by a multi-
disciplinary approach. This sort of an
approach has the advantage that if there
is a gap in research it may now receive
quick attention and the gap will be filled
in without any possible artificial distor-
tion by traditional organization.

Mr. Chairman, there may be those
who would make light and poke fun
at some of these research activities as
being offbeat, simply because some of this
research has to do with investigation of
such things as frog’s eyes, flys, bats, dol-
phins, homing pigeons, and beetles, but
all of this is not funny or as offbeat as
it may seem upon first consideration.
The frog’s selective eye can see small
objects as possible food and large ob-
jects as possible enemies. RCA’s ap-
plied 7research laboratories thought
enough of such an investigation that
$200,000 has been spent to create a 500~
pound electronic replica of a frog's eye.
Many corporations and research insti-
tutions are trying to find out how na-
ture does better in many fields than
man's devices.

Someone has facetiously and in an
effort to be funny criticized the study
of the mating call of a Central Amer-
ican toad, but there are research institu-
tions that think this will have a prac-
tical application. A few years ago there
was some money spent on the love life
of the worm fly. It was learned that
they mate only once in a lifetime, and
by sterilizing the males by irradiation
it was possible to eradicate a disease of
cattle in Florida that is estimated to
have saved $20 million a year.

Some of our crities turned funny-man
have jested about research into bats, but
a lot has been learned about their sys-
tem of radar which keeps them from
slamming into walls. Some would-be
humorists and self-styled jokesters have
a lot of fun talking about experiments
with dolphins. They should inform
themselves that dolphins use sonar and
these funny people should also remem-
ber that a homing pigeon is a better
navigator than man. These wits and
wisecrackers should take the time to find
out that flying beetles have an eye that
can measure landing speed so that they
can slow down for the approach and
that perhaps their system can be adopted
for airplanes. Those who would lam-
poon some of the research done by
NASA should know that many industries
would be delighted to learn more about
how nature performs its wonders and
for that reason it is a proper pursuit
for Federal research.

Now, Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, let
me say that if there are some sincere
Members who may honestly believe that
there is no urgency in this race to the
moon and may even believe that there
should be a reduction in this year's total
authorization then even these persons
should not join in the approval of this
amendment, which would reduce the au-
thorization for training and research
grants: I say this is so because among
those who would oppose a lunar landing
there is a substantial number who recog-
nize the scientific value of a great part
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of the space exploration program. I say
additionally that even those who are not
at all in favor of the space program and
give as their reason that more money
should be spent upon research that will
lead to new discoveries and break-
throughs in the field of medical science,
then even these persons should oppose
this amendment because some of these
research grants and some of these
trainec scientists will be working in the
field of biosciences and the life sciences
and may very well come upon a discovery
or accomplish a breakthrough that will
free the world from the curse of cancer.
I hope that this proposed amendment
will be defeated and the recommenda-
tion of the Subcommittee on Space Sci-
ences sustained.

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the pending amend-
ment.

The gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
RoupeeusH] stated that there was a great
drain on the scientific personnel of the
Nation by NASA. It seems fo me at a
time when there is a great drain on
scientific personnel of NASA it is incum-
bent upon us in Congress to try to enrich
the wellsprings of that scientific talent
by doing the very thing we are trying
to do here today in providing for addi-
tional scientific fellowships and scholar-
ships through NASA. People like Van
Allen and our other great scientists of
today will not last forever. We must
train new people to take their place.
That is the purpose of this NASA
scientific fellowship program.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HECHLER. I yield to the able
gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. EDMONDSON. I appreciate the
gentleman from West Virginia yielding
because while I am not a member of the
committee, I am keenly interested in this
particular field of activity.

In 1950 the United States had a clear
margin of superiority over the Soviet
Union in the number of engineers and
scientists that graduated every year.
‘We were graduating about 16,000 more a
year than was the Soviet Union in 1950.
That completely reversed itself in the
period of 1950 to 1960. By 1960 the
Soviet Union at that time had 111,000
graduated annually as compared with
38,000 in the United States. It seems to
me that this is right at the core of the
problem that we ran into in the 1950’s
when they put sputnik up in the air
ahead of us. This is vital to our pre-
eminence in space. If we are going to
have this superiority we need this trained
scientific manpower. This goes right to
the heart of the problem of space
leadership.

I hope the amendment will be defeated.

Mr. HECHLER. Mr, Chairman, the
gentleman from Oklahoma is absolutely
right. It is easy to vote a billion dollars
for a manned space flight program,
something that has glamour, buf it is
very difficult to get a liftle money to train
the brainpower to operate the program.
The only way we can keep this program
moving forward is by strengthening
those universities that train the talent
to keep America first in space. I trust
the amendment will be defeated.
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Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, it grieves me to have
to stand up in opposition to my colleague
from Indiana. We Hoosiers have a tend-
ency to stick together except when it
comes to politics. Then some of us seem
to stray from the Republican leadership
that the State of Indiana has provided
in this House.

I must oppose the amendment which
my beloved colleague who represents In-
diana so ably on our committee has of-
fered to the House today. Anticipating
this move on the part of someone, I de-
cided it would behoove me to check and
see what university presidents in Indiana
would say about this particular move and
how they felt about the training pro-
gram which NASA is providing through
the great universities and colleges of
this country.

I wrote to Dr. Hovde, of Purdue Uni-
versity, and to Dr. Stahr, of Indiana Uni-
versity, and asked them how they felt
about a reduction of this $55 million
amount. I received a very courteous and
detailed reply from each of these two
distinguished university presidents.

Dr. Stahr, president of Indiana Uni-
versity, said this:

As for Indiana University, we could easily
have used twice as many traineeships as
were allotted to us in 1063 with no diminu-
tion of quality in the graduate students so
supported.

Dr. Hovde, president of Purdue Uni-
versity, who, by the way, wrote a very
detailed letter of five pages in length sup-
porting this request for an appropria-
tion of $55 million, said this:

The projected 1964 expenditure of $55
million by the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration for faecility, tralning,
and research grants for universities and col-
leges throughout the United States is ex-
tremely important to our country as well as
to Purdue University. Should these funds
be cut back in any significant amount, the
consequences will be most serious.

At an appropriate time, Mr, Chair-
man, I will ask the House for permission
to include these letters as part of my
remarks.

PurDUE UNIVERSITY,
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
Lafayette, Ind., July 6, 1963.
Hon. J. Epwarp RoUsH,
The House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

My DEAR CONGRESSMAN RoUsH: Thank you
for your recent letter relative to the action of
the House Science and Astronautics Com-
mittee. The projected 19564 expenditure of
$55 million by the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration for facility, training,
and research grants for universities and col-
leges throughout the United States is ex-
tremely important to our country as well as
to Purdue University. Should these funds
be cut back in any significant amount, the
consequences will be most serious.

The United States is rich, indeed, In mate-
rial resources. So rich, in fact, that total
involvement in World War II caused only
minor rationing of goods at home and the
effort to put a man on the moon will require
only a small part of our financial resources.
But, unfortunately, we have run into a new
and entirely different obstacle that will limit
our race with the Soviet Union to reach the
moon or explore the universe—an obstacle
that will limit our ability to compete in the
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market place and provide jobs for our chil-
dren—an obstacle that may well prevent us
from deterring nuclear annihilation. This
obstacle is a shortage of highly educated
scientists and engineers. The symptoms and
consequences of this shortage are clear for
all to see.

1. Since 1900 the economic growth of the
Unilted States has been closely related to the
rate at which new technologies and science
are discovered and made available to civilian
industry by sclentists and engineers. Today
the rate of growth of productivity and the
rate of growth of the standard of living in
the United States fall far behind nearly every
other industrialized nation of the world.
Part of the reason is that our shortage of
engineers and scientists requires that we de-
vote less of their time to civillan industry
than many of the other nations of the world.
For example, Western Europe and England
combined devote more technical effort to
their civillan economy than all of the United
States.

2. By 1970 the potential need for engineers
is expected to exceed the supply by 250,000,
according to the National Sclence Founda-
tion and the Bureau of Labor statistics. It
would take all the engineering colleges and
schools in the United States nearly 8 years
to graduate this number of men at the pres-
ent rate of output.

3. The number of sclentists and engineers
capable of doing research and development
work increases by only about 7 percent per
year, while total appropriations for research
and development have grown at the rate of
approximately 15 percent per year. There-
fore, the expenditure per technical man-year
has grown from roughly $19,000 in 1950 to
$36,000 in 1962 and is a measure of the rate
at which the supply of highly trained people
is falling behind the funds of research and
development.

4. During the last decade the shortage of
well-qualified technical people has increased
the cost of research and development to the
point where there has been little, if any
growth in civilian research and development
supported by firms with fewer than 5,000
employees.

A shortage of manpower clearly exists in
engineering, mathematics, and the physical
sclences at all levels from the technician to
the Ph. D., but it is the greatest at the higher
levels of training.

I cannot emphasize too strongly the re-
sponsibility which NASA should assume for
the education of more students in the areas
of knowledge related to our space effort. It
has been estimated that the anticipated
growth of the space program alone would ab-
sorb the total output of engineers, mathe-
maticians, and physicial scientists from our
colleges and universities for the next few
years with nothing left over for the needs
of defense, our civillan economy, and more
teachers to handle a growing population with
increasing needs for the highest of educa-
tional opportunities. The NASA program
cannot grow at the expense of these activities,

To produce more college-trained engineers,
mathematicians, and scientists, we need more
students, more teachers, more facilities.

A tldal wave of students is on its way to
college. We must be prepared to attract
greater numbers and percentages of them
into these critical areas and to educate
them. We have evidence on our campus
that this can be done.

The most critical need is for teachers whose
education has gone beyond the level of the
undergraduate and graduate students whom
they will teach. This accentuates the al-
ready terrific pressure of demand for those
who have had the educational and research
experience leading to the Ph. D. degree—a
demand reflected in current salary offerings
by industry of $12,000 and up for Ph. D.
graduates, reported by the Purdue Place-
ment Service.
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During the next decade institutions of
higher education in the United States will
need at least 400,000 new teachers to cope
with bright young people who will need
as much education as they can profit by.
Yet, if the present rate of completions of
graduate study continues, we will {fall
short some 90,000 college teachers possess-
ing the doctorate, if minimum acceptable
standards of a faculty consist of only 30
percent doctorate holders.

Intimately related to the above is the need
for large-scale financing of capital improve-
ments and of graduate study and research.

There are two reasons for such financial
need. In the first place, original research
by graduate students is indispensable, not
not in adding to our fund of basic knowl-
edge, but equally in giving the student the
depth of understanding that comes only with
experience in discovering and attacking sig-
nificant problems not yet solved. The capi-
tal investment needed for research labora-
tories per graduate student is vastly greater
than for undergraduates.

In the second place, financial support in
the form of fellowships is usually required
for this rigorously selected corps of able
and scholarly people, for parental support
is usually not provided at the graduate level.

It is a fact that this year the Purdue
Bchools of Engineering are turning away
hundreds of well-qualified applicants for
graduate enrollment for lack of the above
types of financing.

If the graduate schools in the United
States are to accept the obvious challenge
of increasing predoctoral enrollment in en-
gineering and sclence without Ilowering
standards, then the needs are clear.

1. Since the Federal Government now sup-
ports about 75 percent of the dollar value of
university grants and contracts in the area
of science and engineering, a large increase
in the dollar value of university grants and
contracts is necessary to increase the output
of advanced degree holders over the next 10
years.

2. Since present academic facilities are al-
ready overcrowded, graduate academic facili-
ties, including buildings and scientific equip-
ment, must be provided through facllities
grants such as proposed by the NASA., Ap-
propriations through State and local sources
fall far short of the total university needs.
For instance, to provide for additional stu-
dents, replace obsolete structures, and mod-
ernize usable bulldings, institutions of higher
learning should invest $2,8300 million an-
nually over the next decade, Current ex-
penditures annually fall short $1 billion. In
its last biennial session, the General Assem-
bly of the State of Indiana cut the heart of
Purdue University's capital requirements by
providing appropriations of only 87 million
to meet a requested need of #17 million.
Thus universities can no longer share with
the Federal Government the cost of educat-
ing predoctoral students for Federal pro-
grams. And facility, training, and research
grants from the Federal Government for
universities must bear a reasonable relation
to the equipment, building, and overhead or
indirect cost of the university.

3. Support must be provided promptly for
graduate work before the tidal wave of un-
dergraduate students hits the universities.
The distractions created by either program
will be difficult for the university to bear
and any delay must be added to the 3 or 4
years necessary for predoctoral work.

I submit that these are urgent reasons
why pending NASA appropriations should
reflect greatly increased support for uni-
versities. The $55 million requested by the
NASA for facility, training, and research
grants for universities and colleges in 1964
is not large when it is considered that last
year NASA recrulted for its own staff over
2,000 professional personnel with previous
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research and development experience, 80
percent of whom were engineers, and 800
engineers and sclentists directly
from their college work. It is apparent that
NASA is a seeker of a major fraction of the
Nation’s topflight professional talent and
that major development costs must be a
necessary and legitimate part of its pro-
gram

Purdue University's experience with the
current NASA program for encouraging
graduate work in engineering and the space-
related sclences has been limited but never-
theless very satisfactory. We have found
the general objectives of NASA research and
traineeship support to be well stated and
flexible enough to enable us to meet the
objectives of the university, as well as those
of NASA.

An outstanding example has been our ex-
perience with the NASA predoctoral re-
search training grant program. The uni-
versity has considerable freedom under this
program in establishing its method of se-
lection of trainees, their replacements, if
any, and the selection of eligible areas of
study in the university.

The continuity of support in the pre-
doctoral traineeship program is a highly
desirable feature. Through this continuity,
the production of Ph. D.s is substantially
accelerated. Students who would otherwise
seek support through part-time employment
are supported as full-time students for the
8-year period.

The number of traineeships allotted to
Purdue University has been much smaller
than we now find we can accommodate.
For the coming academic year the univer-
sity proposed 20 traineeships as a starting
number and was allotted 12. Applications
from well-qualified students for trainee-
ships totaled 109. Twenty-one offers were
finally made to obtain 12 acceptances.
While this may seem to be a high ratio of
declinations to offers, it is almost exactly
the same ratio experlenced in our other
fellowship programs. It is apparent, there-
fore, that of the 109 well-qualified appli-
cants, B8 were left without offers in this
program. As a result of this experience,
Purdue University will most certainly re-
quest considerably more traineeships for
the next academic year.

I hope that the Congress will reflect on our
current critical shortage of highly talented
engineers and scientists and the expanding
manpower needs of the NASA program as
good reasons to accept the recommendations
of your House Sclence and Astronautics
Committee.

Yours sincerely,
FrepErICK L. Hovpe,
President.
INDIANA UNIVERSITY,
Bloomington, Ind., July 23, 1963.
Hon. J. EDwArD ROUSH,

- House of Representatives,

1407 New House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear CoNGRESSMAN RovusH: I am most
happy to learn that you oppose the cutback
in funds requested by the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration for the
support of predoctoral work in space-related
sclences and technology from the $566 million
approved by the subcommittee to the $30,-
600,000 programed in fiscal year 1863, as indi-
cated in your letter of June 27.

The 10 traineeships granted to Indiana
University in 1963 were of inestimable help
in making it possible to hold top young pre-
doctoral scientists in the Midwest who other-
wise might have been drained away to pres-
tigious eastern and western universities. We
think that a better distribution of scientific
talent over the United States is desirable not
only for ourselves but for the entire Nation.
As for Indiana University, we could easily
have used twice as many traineeships as were
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allotted to us in 1968 with no diminution of
quality in the graduate students so sup-
ported

A particularly attractive feature of the
NASA traineeship is the provision for 8
years of uninterrupted support. This makes
it possible for the young sclentist to progress
to his degree in the shortest possible time,
tending thereby to guarantee completion of
the degree, and conserving what has been
demonstrated to be the most productive
years of the scientist for work after the de-
gree is awarded. Over a period of years this
arrangement should bring about a steady in-
crease in the number of Ph. D.'s who will be-
come available to the profession in each suec-
ceeding year.

To broaden the basis of your argument for
the larger appropriation, it might be helpful
to cite our experience at Indiana University
in this year’s competition for university fel-
lowships, of which we gave 78 supplemented
by 8 Edwards fellowships and 13 Woodrow
Wilson Supplementary PFund fellowships.
After all unqualified candidates for univer-
sity fellowships were carefully screened out
by departmental selection committees, we
still were left with seven times the number
of qualified candidates as compared to the
number of available fellowships. Further,
there is impressive evidence in our files of
the high quality of those who were not suc-
cessful in the fellowship competition, Of
course many, possibly most, of those rejected
obtained another support of one kind or an-
other for study somewhere in the United
States, but almost inevitably the nature of
this support necessitates a slowing down in
the progress toward completion of a degree,
And, if past experience is borne out, many
who might have finished will be forced out
before completing the degree by the unre-
lenting drain on personal economic re-
sources.

Although progress is undoubtedly being
made in attracting top talent to scientific
and scholarly careers, the increasing demand
for such trainees leaves the Natlon still in
the position of a significant imbalance be-
tween the numbers entering these profes-
slons and the need. Our own experience in
recent years convinces us of the greatly in-
creased potential for graduate study among
students coming up from the high schools
today. If support of these people is forth-
coming, the greatly expanded need for scien-
tists can be met.

While I am writing you, let me add that it
is our hope that increased funds can be made
avallable to NASA for grants to colleges and
universities for facilities, training, and re-
search. It has only been during the past
year that Indiana University has received
support from NASA. We have four projects
totaling $375,000 plus the above-mentioned
fellowship program supporting 10 students.
You can see that this is a modest amount.
However, the need is here, and we like
NASA's policles; and if more funds were
available, we would greatly benefit.

We especially need funds for facilities
(laboratories and scientific equipment) and
NASA supports these needs to a greater
degree than other agencies. We ecould also
use substantially more fellowship assistance,
as I have said.

We have recently submitted a most imag-
inative application from our medical school
for funds with which to do research on prob-
lems encountered in space exploration. This
we are certain cannot be supported unless
NABSA receives increased funds.

The Department of Defense agencles have
leveled off in their support to universities,
In fact, it amounts to a reduction, since their
support has remained more or less fixed
while costs have increased. So, if it were
not for the increased funds which have been
appropriated to NIH, NSPF, and NASA, the
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universitlies would be haplessly behind in the
training of graduates required by industry,
education, and Government.

We appreclate very much your own en-
lightened interest and Insight into the prob-
lem of support for graduate education.

With warm :

Sincerely,
ELvis J, STAHR, Jr.,
President.

A reduction of requested funds for fa-
cility, training, and research grants may
not be detrimental to present activity but
it can have a far-reaching effect next
year and the years after.

‘We are rich in material resources in
the United States. We have the finan-
cial resources as well to insure our con-
tinued and vital progress and leadership
in space. But we have run into a new
and entirely different obstacle which will
limit our ability to compete not only in
space but in the marketplace, in our
ability to provide jobs for our children.

This is a shortage of highly educated
scientists and engineers.

Frederick L. Hovde the distinguished
president of Purdue University to whom
I previously referred, warns that the po-
tential need for engineers in 1970 will
exceed the supply by 270,000. He points
out that a shortage of manpower clearly
exists in engineering, mathematics, and
the physical sciences at all levels from
the technician to the Ph. D., but it is the
greatest at the higher levels of training.

Dr. Hovde also emphasizes we will need
at least 400,000 new teachers in institu-
tions of higher learning in the next
decade to meet the tidal wave of stu-
dents on its way to college. And yet, he
warns, if the present rate of completions
of graduate study continues we will fall
short some 90,000 college teachers pos-
sessing a doctorate degree. We will fall
short this great number even if we are to
adhere to minimum acceptable standards
of a faculty of only 30 percent doctorate
holders.

Dr. Elvis Stahr, former Secretary of
the Army and now president of Indiana
University, points out the NASA trainee-
ship program provides 3 years of unin-
terrupted support. This makes it pos-
sible for the young scientist to progress
to his degree in the shortest possible time.
This conserves the most productive years
of the scientist for work after the degree
is awarded as well as provides a steady
increase in the number of Ph. D.’s who
become available to the profession in
each succeeding year.

Financial support in the form of fel-
lowships is most generally required for
this rigorously selected corps of able and
scholarly individuals because parental
support is usually not provided at the
graduate level.

Dr. Stahr emphasized the case at In-
diana University in regard to the po-
tential number of potential graduate
students compared to the fellowships
available. Last year the university was
still left with seven times the number of
qualified candidates as compared to the
number of available fellowships.

Dr. Hovde also stressed that of the 109
well-qualified applicants for NASA
traineeships at Purdue, 88 were left with-
out offers in this program.
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The space program is just as much a
part of our efforts to win the cold war as
are our other efforts. We cannot relax
our vigilance, we cannot do other than
our utmost.

‘We have an abundance of the material
and financial resources to fight this war.
‘We must insure the intellectual capability
to use these resources.

I ask that the House defeat the amend-
ment of my colleague from Indiana.

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, the basic objective of the meteoro-
logical systems program of the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration is
to develop meteorological satellites and
sounding rocket technology to provide
accurate and continuing weather in-
formation. NASA, in cooperation with
the Weather Bureau, is working toward
the fulfillment of this objective. This
program is in keeping with our national
policy of the peaceful use of space for the
benefit of all mankind, and is dedicated
toward mainfaining and enhancing the
leadership of the United States in the
development and operation of space
meteorological systems.

The NASA effort in the meteorological
systems is divided into two areas: the
satellite and sounding rocket programs.
The meteorological satellites provide
cloud photographs and infrared data
pertaining to the earth’'s heat balance.
The sounding rockets are used to obtain
atmospheric data up to about 60 miles.
This region is not covered by satellites or
balloons and is necessary for study of the
dynamics of our atmosphere.

Since the launch of the first Tiros on
April 1, 1960, seven Tiros weather satel-
lites have been launched—a record of
seven successes out of seven launches.
Further, with the exception of a total of
about 9 months, these satellites have
been producing cloud photographs con-
tinuously to the present. Tiros VI
launched on September 18, 1962, con-
tinues to operate with one of its two
cameras, and has been transmitting
cloud photographs for over 10 months—
7 months beyond the designed expect-
ancy. Tiros VII is in orbit with both
cameras and other experiments operat-
ing successfully.

Tiros has provided extensive opera-
tional support to the Weather Bureau
based on over a guarter million cloud
photographs,
meteorological data. From these pic-
tures, over 5,000 cloud cover analyses
were prepared, over 700 special storm ad-
visories have been issued, and there have
been 300 specific instances where weather
analysis has been improved. Ten hur-
ricanes and 21 typhoons were observed,
reported and tracked. This type of sup~
port has proven invaluable to the
Weather Bureau and the Department of
Defense in their day-to-day operations.
Lastly, but not least, Tiros has provided
a wealth of very useful data to research
meteorologists not only in Government
agencies but to universities and research
institutes throughout the world and has
thus increased our Nation’s knowledge
and advancement in the understanding
of atmospheric phenomena.

in addition to infrared .
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During the fiscal year 1964, and espe-
cially to cover the hurricane-typhoon
season, additional Tiros satellites will be
launched. An improved, second genera-
tion weather satellite, Nimbus, now
nearing completion will also be placed in
orbit. Nimbus will have wider capabil-
ities than Tiros as a result of its im-
proved sensors and its near polar orbit.

Incorporated into the next Tiros to be
launched is an automatic picture trans-
mission—APT—system. This system
will televise local cloud pictures for local
use. This means weather people will be
able to get cloud pictures over their im-
mediate area anywhere in the world.
The Department of Defense and Weather
Bureau are installing receiving equip-
ment for this system in various parts of
the world.

Since Tiros is space oriented, that is,
it faces the earth only on a portion of
its orbit, and is inclined at 58° to the
equator, it is limited in its coverage of
the world. Therefore, a polar orbiting,
earth oriented cartwheel Tiros is planned
for the near future and this space-
craft will also carry the automatic pic-
ture transmission system for local users.
This means weather people egquipped
with low-cost ground equipment will be
able to obtain cloud pictures over their
immediate area anywhere in the world.

To acquire necessary atmospheric data
from the earth’s surface to an altitude of
about 60 miles, 110 small sounding rock-
ets of the Arcas and Loki class will be
launched during the current fiscal year.
Forty-eight large sounding rockets of the
Nike-Cajun class are scheduled. Tem-
peratures, wind velocity, and direction,
air density and pressure and other use-
ful data will be measured or collected.

It is desirable to extend the meteoro-
logical coverage capability beyond that
of the Tiros and Nimbus satellites by
providing continuous cloud coverage of
the earth. It is planned to continue
work already initiated which will lead to
the eventual development of a synchro-
nous meteorological system. This sys-
tem will be earth oriented and will con-
tinuously view an assigned portion of the
earth. Three such satellites properly po-
sitioned in an orbit having an altitude of
22,300 miles will cover essentially the
entire globe.

In order to furnish necessary informa-
tion for the synchronous satellite, two
Tiros satellites will be launched in ec-
centric orbits to test sensors and other
equipments, and to gain knowledge on
the effects of radiation on components
at synchronous altitudes,

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Chairman, the au-
thorization bill before the House includes
$489,116,000 for the construction of new
facilities and the modernization and ex-
pansion of existing plant in support of
the manned space flight program. The
National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration requested $564,538,000 for this
purpose. An exhaustive review of the
requirements for new facilities by the
Subcommittee on Manned Space Flight
resulted in a reduction of $75,422,000 or
13.4 percent.

The very careful scrutiny of this pro-
gram has paid dividends. In general,
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the committee has tried to avoid elimina-
tion from the program of any item in-
cluded therein which would in any way
impair the effectiveness of our national
space effort. However, where deferral
seemed reasonably possible, we felt it
to be in the national interest to do so.

The achievement of a 13.4-percent re-
duction in this part of the Nation’s space
program is without precedent in the
history of NASA. To achieve such a re-
duction without in any way adversely af-
fecting the space effort required a pains-
taking line item review of 64 individual
budget requests, as well as numerous on-
site inspections in the field by various
members of the committee. Of the 64
projects for which new authorization was
requested, only 19 survived without some
adjustment having been made by the
committee.

The amount remaining in the bill will
provide the minimum essential facilities
in fiscal year 1964 to realize an orderly,
planned increment of the physical plant
necessary to achieve our national goal
of placing a man on the moon and re-
turning him safely to earth within this
decade. The authorization will provide
vital construction at five NASA centers
and eight contractor installations, in
eight States. The States of Oklahoma,
California, Florida, Louisiana, Missis-
sippi, Missouri, New Mexico, and Texas
will benefit from this effort. The con-
struction to be provided by this year's
inerement is primarily operational, de-
velopmental, and support type facilities.

Over half of the fiscal year 1964
construction effort—$274 million—in
manned space flight is programed for the
further buildup of launch and launch
supporting facilities at the launch op-
erations center, Cape Canaveral, Fla.
Here, construction is continuing at a
rapid pace on the unique facilities re-
quired for the preflight assembly, check-
out, and the launching of the manned
space flight vehicles. With the advent
of the Saturn class of launch vehicles,
launch and ground support facilities
moved to a new level of significance,
owing chiefly to their increased com-
plexity. The new launch complex No. 39,
which will provide the assembly build-
ing, launching pads and other facilities
for the manned lunar landing program,
is now under construction, and the fiscal
year 1964 increment will complete 90
percent of the requirement.

Construction of new developmental
testing installation, the Mississippi Test
Facility, was started this past spring.
This program includes the second incre-
ment of these facilities—$92.7 million—
which are so vital to the success of the
manned space flight program. Here,
test stands and other testing devices are
being constructed to provide for the
static testing of heavy rocket stages and
engines required to launch the Apollo
lunar missions. The Advanced Saturn
S-1C and S-II stages with their clustered
F-1 engines, to be assembled at the
Michoud plant, will be transported by
barge from the plant and static test fired
at the Mississippi Test Facility, prior to
final assembly and mating with the
Apollo spacecraft for the lunar mission
at Cape Canaveral.
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This program also includes the second
increment of facilities—$35.1 million—
for the Manned Spacecraft Center near
Houston, Tex. This Center, the home of
America's astronauts, has as its primary
mission the development of spacecraft for
manned space flight, the training of as-
tronauts and the conduct of manned
flight operations. The fiscal year 1964
program will provide only the minimum
operational, developmental, and support
facilities needed to meet early develop-
ment and training objectives.

Another increment of construction at
the Marshall Space Flight Center—$29
million—is being provided in fiscal year
1964. At this Center launch vehicles and
space transportation systems to meet the
space program requirements are being
developed. The facilities to be provided
are primarily of an operational and de-
velopmental mnature. The Marshall
Center supervises the Mississippi Test
Facility, and also the Michoud plant near
New Orleans, La., where additional pro-
duction facilities are being provided in
fiscal year 1964—$8.7 million.

In addition to the major program ele-
ments I have mentioned, contractor fa-
cilities necessary for the research and de-
velopment of spacecraft, launch vehicles,
rocket engines, and other components,
are being provided in California, Mis-
souri, New Mexico, and Florida—$49.7
million. These facilities include further
testing and evaluation devices, manufac-
turing equipment, and a lunar excursion
module testing area.

Time has permitted only a brief out-
line of the construction of facilities in-
cluded in the manned space flight pro-
gram. The committee has subjected this
portion of the program to an exhaustive
analysis. I believe that we have included
for fiscal year 1964 only those items
which are absolutely essential to the suc-
cess of the program.

Mr. FULTON of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, 2 years ago President Ken-
nedy and Congress committed this Na-
tion to a position of preeminence in the
conquest of space. At that time the
United States was dangerously trailing
in this field. In these 2 years we have
made great strides.

Credit for the achievements of these
years, culminating with Major Cooper’s
dramatic flight and the successful com-
pletion of Project Mercury must be given
to many. Certainly the President’s de-
cision was of immeasurable value. To
the men of the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration this Nation owes a
real debt of gratitude for their vision,
ability, teamwork and tenacity in getting
the job done in a generally rapid and
efficient manner.

A great deal of credit must go to the
Members of the Congress who recognized
the challenge of outer space and moved
without hesitation to meet that
challenge.

Finally, and in the last analysis, the
bulk of the credit must be given to the
people of this Nation. For, without their
realization of the need for this program
and without their dedicated support,
there would have been no progress.
When the Congress gave legislative ap-
proval to the space program, it was re-
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flecting the overwhelming sentiment of
the people of the United States.

Some are puzzled as to why the United
States would spend the necessary bil-
lions to go to the moon and into outer
space. Some ask: “Why go there at all?”
Why indeed? The drive to explore the
unknown led to the building of our great
Nation, it led to its discovery. Christo-
pher Columbus sought a passage to the
east by sailing west. His voyage was a
failure, but the most profitable failure
in the world’s history. Columbus, of
course, to many was insane. Everyone
knew there was nothing to be gained by
his voyage, and that his ships would
probably sail right to the end of this
flat old earth and cascade into eternal
blackness.

After Columbus came a long line of
so-called madmen—Hudson, De Soto,
Crocket, Boone, Lewis and Clark. It was
men like these who blazed the trail to a
great America. Today we have a new
breed of so-called nuts—those affected
with lunar madness—the von Brauns,
the Gilruths, the Webbs—and the Gor-
don Coopers and the John Glenns. It is
such men as these who will lead a great
America in the conquest of outer space.

When I came to the Congress in Jan-
uary I was honored with a seat on the
Committee for Science and Astronautics.
In these short months I have watched
the drafting of this NASA authorization,
and I have participated in it. The mem-
bers of this committee have worked long
and diligently at this task. The $5.2
billion approved is nearly half a billion
dollars less than requested, a substantial
saving in tax dollars. But this authori-
zation is adequate to let the United
States fill the role in the conguest of
space to which this Nation is committed.

Gentlemen, I fully support H.R. 7500.
I support this bill because the program
of exploration and conquest of outer
space is vital to the national interest of
the United States, I support it because
it is in keeping with the pioneer spirit
of this great Nation, I support it because
the American people support this pro-
gram, and I support it because if ever a
Russian cosmonaut lands on the moon
I want him to be greeted by an Ameri-
can flag planted by an American
astronaut.

SPACE 15 OUR CHALLENGE

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, I rise to-
day in support of H.R. 7500 which au-
thorizes $5.2 billion for the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration.

As a member of the Science and As-
tronautics Committee of the House, I
have had the privilege of assisting in a
careful study of this budget, and in my
opinion it is a good one.

Long hours of careful study have gone
into this proposed authorization. I feel
that we have made all of the necessary
economy measures needed, and that this
is a realistic authorization to meet the
goals of this Nation in space.

We realize that we are in a race with
the Communists to be first in space.
This Nation must be first, for just as the
Nation that once could control the skies,
could control the outcome of armed con-
flict, so can the Nation today that can
control space have military superiority
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in the years to come. We dare not do
less. We do so not to conquer, but rather
to have the might that will deter aggres-
sion. We seek superiority in space not
for conquest, but to stand as a bulwark
for free men everywhere against the
forces of tyranny.

Space is the challenge of our time.
We stand on the threshold of advance-
ments such as the world has never seen.
Asg Columbus charted new worlds, as the
Wright brothers ushered in a new era,
so the American people today, united
in a gigantic effort, are charting new
worlds of scientific advancement.

I think the reasons that this Nation
has dedicated itself to superiority in the
space race is obvigus. I think this is one
of the most momentous decisions that
this Nation has made, and I am confi-
dent that we will succeed.

This budget or authorization which
we are voting on today is our method of
speaking for the American people that
we are meeting this challenge. I know
that those of you who have had the op-
portunity to following the hearings and
study that went into this proposal know
that we have made the needed economy
moves, while maintaining all of the
needed and necessary programs.

I trust that we will pass this authori-
zation with an overwhelming vote in an-
other chapter in this tremendously im-
portant program for Americans of today
and tomorrow, and in truth for all man-
kind for ages yet to come.

Mr. STAEBLER. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcoRrb.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. STAEBLER. Mr. Chairman, the
portion of the program dealing with geo-
physics and astronomy consists of a
dozen different studies concerned with
the problems we will encounter as we
move farther from the surface of the
earth.

The space surrounding the earth can
be divided into three regions: the upper
atmosphere, the ionosphere, and the
magnetosphere. The upper atmosphere
begins at an altitude of about 18 miles,
where the mix of components of the at-
mosphere changes significantly from
that at sea level. The upper atmosphere
extends from 18 miles out to approxi-
mately 60 miles, where the signifi-
cant components are no longer neutral
atoms and molecules but consist of elec-
trons and ions. The ionosphere begins
at about 60 miles and extends to about
300 miles. It is this layer which forms
the mirror against which radio waves
bounce and return to earth. The mag-
netosphere extends from 300 miles fo
a region many thousands of miles dis-
tant from the earth.

So far, our space travel has taken place
in the upper atmosphere and the iono-
sphere. Our next significant travels will
take us into the magnetosphere. We
have been studying the upper atmos-
phere, for some little time but there
is much that we do not know and much
that we will need to know before we be-
gin our programs of travel beyond the
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immediate vicinity of the earth. We
need more information on radiation, on
the magnetic phenomena in space, on
the characteristics of the ionosphere and
magnetosphere as they affect radio com-
munication, on the many kinds of parti-
cles that will be encountered in space,
and on the tremendous variations in
temperature which occur, ranging from
around 400° Fahrenheit to more than
2,000°. Such variations have an impor-
tant effect upon the orbits of satellites.
As temperature increases, it raises the
height of the atmosphere and changes
its density.

To study these and the many other
phenomena we have a rapidly increasing
collection of scientific tools. One of the
most productive and least expensive is
the sounding rocket. Itis a device which
has been utilized over many years and is
very reliable. Its peculiar advantage is
that it provides a horizontal cross-section
sampling of the atmosphere and iono-
sphere. Another tool is the satellite,
which has now been developed in a wide
range of capabilities. Satellites, placed
in orbit around the earth at various alti-
tudes, provide long-term capabilities for
gathering data. In the committee re-
port you will see these referred to as
“explorers,” “monitors,” “observatories,”
or other designations. Explorers are de-
signed to look for things which are com-
pletely unknown; monitors are used for
the continuous collection of data needed
for checking on behavior and phenomena
which are known to exist; and observa-
tories are the larger, heavier, and more
expensive satellites designed to carry out
more intensive and more accurate ex-
periments.

Most of the phenomena in our at-
mosphere, the ionosphere, and the mag-
netosphere are connected with the sun
and with variations in its behavior.
Much of the geophysics and astronomy
program is devoted to a study of the sun.
In view of the fact that all terrestrial
life depends upon the sun, it is rather
astonishing to discover how little we
know about it and how inadequate our
understanding of it really is. We know
its size—approximately 1,300,000 times
the size of our globe. We can make some
estimates of its temperature, which in
some of the processes that oceur in the
sun may go as high as 20 million degrees
centigrade.

The sun, which affects a wide variety
of activities on this earth, has an equally
profound relation to all space travel. As
is well known, solar activity bears some
relation to the emergence of sun spots.
These have been studied over a period of
years and we find that they occur in a
fairly regular 1ll-year cycle. We are
near the end of one of these ll-year
cycles and next year, 1964, will be the
low point of sunspot activity, the so-
called year of the quiet sun. It is a pe-
riod of unusual opportunity for research
and study.

Much of the program will be devoted
to a study of earth-sun relationships,
solar emissions, and a correlation of
solar phenomena with changes in mag-
netic activity, the intensity of radiation
and particles in space.

One of the twelve studies included in
the geophysics and astronomy program

13907

will deal with the earth gravitational
field, designed to refine our calibrations
for space travel. In our measurements
of our globe, our points of reference are
accurate enough for earth travel, but a
very small inaccuracy multiplies many
times over in the long distances en-
countered in space travel.

The development of orbiting satellites
has made possible another breakthrough
in the study of more distant stars, plan-
ets, and other bodies. All observation
from the earth’s surface is restricted by
our atmospheric cover. Consequently
the development of the new orbiting ob-
servatories is permitting a very fruitful,
deeper and more accurate look at the
bodies around us.

Finally, one further part of the pro-
gram provides for cooperative participa-
tion in international exploration of
space. By cooperating with scientists in
the United Kingdom, Canada, Italy, and
France, we are securing an increase in
the body of knowledge open to everyone
at modest cost to ourselves.

What we are learning through the
geophysics and astronomy program is an
indispensable prerequisite to space travel
but it has far greater significance than
that. It will provide the indispensable
body of knowledge on which to base fu-
ture developments in communication,
weather forecasting, and the conversion
of energy. But the full effect of what
we learn will go far beyond these im-
mediate applications: We are unlocking
some of the great secrets of the uni-
verse and they will provide building
blocks of knowledge for an infinite vari-
ety of uses.

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment. I would
like to direct a few questions to those
who have risen in opposition to this
amendment, particularly the gentlemen
from Minnesota and West Virginia. I
have here some correspondence I have
had with NASA, and I am particularly
interested in knowing whether or not
supporting this amendment would pro-
hibit additional grants for studies of
ways to communicate between humans
and dolphins. These are fish, as I un-
derstand it. I am interested in knowing
whether or not this particular appro-
priation that is here attempted to be
cut is the one which includes things
like this.

Mr. MILLER of California. I believe
that if the gentleman will go into this,
he will find that this is a project that
the Navy is carrying on and not NASA.

Mr. SNYDER. If the gentleman
would like to see my correspondence,
I have a copy of the contract which
NASA entered into for $80,700. Their
explanation of the contract is as
follows:

Acknowledging the possibility of encoun-
tering life forms in exploration of the plan-
ets, research into various means of com-
munication is within the theoretical concepts
of the space research program.

We have NASA conducting research
with dolphins and apparently they want
to talk to dolphins on the various plan-
ets. My question is, will supporting this
amendment be voting to cut out things
like this.
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Mr. MILLER of California. No, I do
not think you will, because this is not
the school program. If the gentleman is
interested in this subject, may I say that
for many years I served as chairman of
the Subcommittee on Oceanography of
the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries and I cannot think of a pro-
gram that is of much more value than
this dolphin program. There are great
strides that have been made in it, and
it is something that has been kept under
wraps.

Mr. SNYDER. Will the gentleman
tell me what they have been able to
find out from these dolphins?

Mr. MILLER of California. I think
they found out that the dolphins can
communicate and that the dolphins ecan
‘be trained to do a lot of things that you
and I have no conception of. I would
suggest that if the gentleman wants to
go out to the naval laboratory, I think
they would give him some information
that I am not privileged to give him but
which would be very interesting to him.
This program has all been carried on at
Bimini for quite some time.

Mr. SNYDER. I can conceive of the
dolphin program within the concept of
the Navy, but I have a little difficulty in
conceiving of a program such as this
within the NASA authorizations.

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SNYDER. I yield to the gentle-

man.
Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr, Chairman, I
asked the gentleman to yield so that I
could correct something that might be
a misapprehension or a misstatement,
unintentionally, I am sure, on the part
of the gentleman from Minnesota. First,
the purpose of my amendment is not to
cut the appropriation at all. It con-
tinues at the same amount that was in
existence for 1963, which is $10 million
for facility grants, $15 million for train-
ing grants, and $5,600,000 for research
grants. Therefore, I believe the dolphin-
type programs will be included.

Mr. BRUCE. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SNYDER. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to make one observation. The gen-
tleman from Indiana, our esteemed col-
league [Mr. Rousk], pointed out that in
Indiana the one thing we never agree on
apparently is politics. I would point out
that the easy way to play politics would
be for us on this side to acquiesce to the
requests of educators. The difficult role
is to rise above politics and stand in op-
position to requests which we think are
unsound.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. ROUDEBUSH].

Mr., ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Chairman, I
demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. Roupe-
BUsH and Mr. KARTH.

The committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 140, noes
129.

So the amendment was agreed to.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WYDLER

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Chalrman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WybpLER: Page
4, strike out line 16 and all that follows down
through page 5, line 2, and insert the fol-
lowing:

“(h) No part of the funds authorized by
this section may be expended for the estab-
lishment of, nor hiring personnel connected
with, an Electronic Research Center. The
Administrator (prior to the consideration of
the next authorization Act by the Commit~
tee on Aeronautical and Space Sclences of
the Senate and the Committee on Seclence
and Astronautics of the House of Represent-
atives) shall transmit to the Congress a de-
talled study of the geographic location of,
the need for, and the nature of the proposed
Center, together with such request for an
authorization of appropriations for such
Center as may be appropriate in the light of
such study.”

Page 2, line 23, strike out “$148,653,000"
and insert “$144,7683,000".

Mr, WYDLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to offer this amendment because I agree
with my colleagues on the committee
that the evidence before Congress is in-
conclusive and that the establishment
of an electronic research center is not
now justified.

In spite of this finding in the report,
the bill now before the Congress pro-
vides that we should authorize the mon-
ey at this time, before the facts are
presented, and leave the determination
to the few of us on the committee to
make later as we see fit.

In other words, you are being asked
to give up your prerogatives and avoid
your responsibilities and to give us a
blank check. I submit there is no rea-
son in logic for this to be done. ¥You
should not vote to authorize money, the
need for which the committee reports
has not been shown,

My amendment merely states that the
funds should not be authorized until the
need for them is proven. My amend-
ment deletes the funds at this time and
directs the Administrator of NASA to
submit his further report to Congress
justifying the program and site selec-
tion, together with an appropriate re-
quest for an authorization of appropria-
tions for such a research center.

Under my amendment, when you vote
on that request you will know what you
are voting for. In the meanwhile, you
will reduce the proposed spending in this
budget by $3.9 million and retain con-
trol over future spending which will
amount to at least $56 million, the esti-
mated cost of the project completion.

For those of us who campaigned on a
slogan of cutting unnecessary spending—
a group which includes us all—this is a
rare and perfect opportunity for per-
formance.

I am sure that most of you by this time
are thoroughly confused by the purposes
of the drafters of this particular section
of the bill. This is just the last example
of the strange behavior of those dealing
with this proposal to build an electronic
research center. Those dealing with the
question seem at times to be possessed
of a demon, and some have suggested
that the mysteries surrounding this pro-
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posal compare favorably with those to
be found in outer space.

To begin with, the usual two-step pro-
cedure of first asking Congress to au-
thorize the project and then determining
where it should be built was not followed.
Here the site selected, namely Boston,
was included as a part of the original
authorizing proposal. From the start
the proposed center and its location were
treated with equal importance. It was
only with the greatest reluctance that
any witness would admit there was an-
other choice location in the whole United
States of America. When NASA re-
quested an electronic research center in
Boston, it made clear it meant just that.

I do not intend to rehash all the in-
nuendos of “undue influence” that have
been leveled against this proposal. By
this time nearly every responsible official
of NASA has denied vehemently that the
President’s brother before last fall’s elec-
tion or the junior Senator from Massa-
chusetts after the election played any
part in the determination of the site se-
lected. In fact, we are assured by the
Administrator himself that the secret
was kept from him for months.

On the other hand, the Director of the
Electronics and Control Office of the De-
partment of Advance Research and
Technology, the man who suggested Bos-
ton, when asked why he chose Boston
as a site, testified that it was a “hot
house environment” necessary for a
“little orchid.” There are some of us
who take exception to calling a $50 mil-
lion research center a “little orchid.”
‘When pressed as to why it could not be
built anywhere else in the United States,
he stated you could not grow an orchid
in the “desert.”

And I do not find reassuring this ex-
planation by NASA on how this matter
was handled before the Bureau of the
Budget. When asked for an explanation
of what happened NASA submitted the
following, and I quote:

In the process of presenting NASA's fiscal
year 1964 budget to the Fresident for ap-
proval, the Administrator of NASA initially
discussed the proposed electronics research
center and the suggested Boston location in
mid-October 1062. It was decided at that
time that the proposed center would be han-
dled discreetly within the executive depart-
ment until a reasonable time had elapsed
after the November elections in order fo
obviate the impact this proposal might have
had. The NASA Administrator reviewed
the proposed center with the Director of the
Bureau of the Budget in the first half of
December 1962 during detailed discussions
of the total NASA budget. These discus-
sions included the requirement for the cen-
ter, the role of the center within and with-
out the agency, the proposed location, and
other details, After review of proposals for
the national budget, taking into considera-
tion the recommendations of the Director
of the Bureau of the Budget and agency
heads, the President included the proposed
center in the fiscal year 1964 budget sent to
Congress.

It is, indeed, strange that this matter
which had been under consideration for
10 months was decided upon so late that
it had to be inserted in the budget esti-
mate books of NASA after the books had
been originally ordered and printed.
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However, let us get clear what the issue
is today. The committee agrees that the
need for the center has to be fully estab-
lished. I asked the Associate Adminis-
trator what specific research projects
would be performed at this center, and
he told me that they were going to get
25 to 30 people together who would “plan
out in detail what projects should be
carried out in the Boston area.” This
was on March 20, long after the proposal
to build the center had been submitted
to Congress. It is even more revealing
to find that NASA has two completely
different site concepts under study even
now. Originally a vast 1,000-acre site
was requested in the budget, but now
they have ordered a $10,000 study of a
site, to be built on stilts over a highway,
of about 100 acres. This indicates to
me that the committee is right in con-
cluding that this suggestion needs more
thoughtful objective consideration. The
guestion of the need for this center
should be established first, independent
of the question of its location.

There is, I believe, a serious constitu-
tional question whether Congress can, as
this bill now provides, delegate author-
izing authority to its committees under
these conditions. In any case, and more
important, there is no reason to do so.

This is a vast and long-range proposal.
The center will gradually employ peo-
ple, and it is planned that this will reach
at least 2,000 or more. The center will
cost at least $56 million to build. It will
cost at least $30 million a year to operate.

I am not against Boston as a site. I
am of the opinion that Congress should
know all the facts before it embarks on
such a vast project. To me the center
is so important that I do not believe it
should come into existence under a cloud
with a bad name like an illegitimate
child. Boston may be the right choice,
but we should be sure. Whatever site
is selected, the center will be a boon to
any area in which it locates. It will di-
rect procurement of hundreds of millions
of dollars every year and will act as a
magnet to attract industrial develop-
ment. All areas should be considered
fairly, squarely, fully—including even
other areas in New England. I am sure
there are many men here who wish to be
heard from in this connection.

As it stands now, we are being asked
to authorize $3.9 million for this purpose
and then to conduct a study to deter-
mine if some of us believe that we need
it. The fact is that we may not need it
at all, or we may need less, or we may
need more. Whatever happens, we are
almost sure to be wrong.

Under my amendment we will be sure
to do what we want and intend to do and
will have all the facts before us when
we act.

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully urge the
adoption of my amendment.

Mr. BECKER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WYDLER. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. BECKER. Mr. Chairman, I want
to compliment my colleague the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. WybrLer]l, for
that very fine and factual statement
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which he has made on the floor of the
House this afternoon.

Mr. WYDLER. I thank my colleague.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
pending amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I am surprised that
so much hysteria has been built up here
concerning this suggested authorization.
To my knowledge there is not as much
politics in this proposal as they are try-
ing to make out.

I never knew Senator KeENNEDY until
after the elections. But he was elected.
I do know politics to a certain extent,
and I am around where I hear the gos-
sip. I do not think Senator KENNEDY had
the slightest thing to do with this until
after he was elected Senator. Overtures
might have been made, but to my knowl-
edge there is no politics like they sug-
gest. The allegation is a red herring
being drawn to defeat the New England
proposal.

I know of course, Senator KENNEDY is
in favor of the Massachusetts research
laboratory. If he did oppose it he would
not be Senator now, or probably would
not be the next time, because any Sena-
tor or Representative must stand up for
his State and work for his State when
he is in office.

I do not think the Republicans opposed
to the Massachusetts site are making
much political hay by trying to create
this issue.

I want to say one thing more, and then
get to my own State. There were only
one or two people on that committee who
were not convinced that the group of
scientists that selected this had selected
the right place for the site. There was
a spirit of fairness in the committee.
They did not want to run over any other
person who might have had a site to
offer who had not had the opportunity
to present their views. So they came to
an understanding that they would not
recommend the site, that they would put
it where it had to be reviewed again by
the scientists, who presumably know
more about the program than we who
are here know about it. Then the pro-
posal had to come back to the committee.

What committee would it come back to
if it would not go back to the Secience
Committee? This Science Committee
consists of a good group of men and
they all know their stuff, speaking in the
language of the street. They could send
it to the Committee on Foreign Affairs
or some other committee, but the com-
mittee would not be acquainted with the
situation. Therefore, we named the
right committee.

So I think the opposition is being built
up on reports and false theories. I
heard about the Kennedy business ever
since I have been here this year because
the papers have been printing a good
deal about it, but I do not believe that
is a proper charge to be made against
the administration. I would not know-
ingly offend the President of the United
States. I know him. He is a friend of
mine. And I dislike to be forced by my
?epub]ican friends to come to his de-

ense.
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I say I do not believe the charge is
true. I know that Massachusetts can
present a case before any jury, any fair
jury, any jury that is not politically
minded, and win it. I want, as I hope
everybody else does in Massachusetts,
and in the country as far as that is con-
cerned, to do that which is best for the
space effort. We want to do that which
is best for the conquest of space. I be-
lieve in leaving it to the scientists to
make this selection. We present our case
and the gentleman from New York can
present his case or the gentleman from
California or wherever he may be from.
However, let us not rebuke this commit-
tee. This committee is made up of in-
telligent men and women, Let us not re-
buke our own committee and take it
away from them. I hope the amendment
will be defeated.

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. CoNTE] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I want
to join my colleagues from Massachu-
setts in stressing the importance of the
proposed electronics research center in
the Greater Boston area.

It is certainly true that all New Eng-
land would benefit from this center.

There is a critical need for a research-
development effort in space-related elec-
tronics and control. For this reason, it
is important that the center be placed in
an area rich with academic achievement
and close to a budding industrial region.

The NASA commitment requires coor-
dination at all levels, and this research
center will provide impetus in this area,
and will contribute greatly to the space
efforts of the United States.

The center will provide a focal point
for scientists, engineers, technicians, and
other personnel participating in elec-
tronics and related physics research re-
quired for our future space explorations.

Specified in-house research and devel-
opment, which is essential to the lofty
U.S. space goals, will be performed at
this center.

It is obvious, Mr. Chairman, that New
England and the Commonwealth of Mas-
sachusetts is ideally equipped education-
ally and industrially for this center.

In Massachusetts, Mr. Chairman, we
have the greatest concentration of brain
power in the world. As the Science and
Astronautics Committee report suggest-
ed, it is essential that this center be in
close proximity to this great abundance
gf talent, brains, and industrial know-

ow.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. Mac-
poNaLD] may extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.
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Mr. MACDONALD. Mr. Chairman,
when President Kennedy recommended
expansion and acceleration of the na-
tional space program in his first state of
the Union message, he described the
program as part of “the battle that is
going on around the world between free-
dom and tyranny—the battle for men's
minds.” He made it clear to the Con-
gress that a difficult, expensive, and com-~
prehensive program, in space sciences
and technology, would be necessary. In
this connection he stated: “This decision
demands a major national commitment
of scientific and technical manpower,
material and facilities, and the possibil-
ity of their diversion from other impor-
tant activities where they are already
thinly spread.” This continues to be the
problem of the space program. It is ab-
solutely essential that HR. 7500, the leg-
islation we are considering today which
authorizes appropriations for the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration, be given most serious and objec-
tive attention.

This authorization bill reflects the
many facets of the scientific, research,
and development work of the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration.
Each part is essential to the proper func-
tioning of the total NASA program, In
the past, NASA has been able to build
on known technology or to accelerate
previously instituted programs of re-
search and development. For example
NASA was able to expand on the talents
available from the National Advisory
Committee for Aeronautics. It was able
to integrate into its program certain of
the work of the Army Ballistics Missile
Agency, under Dr. Wernher von Braun,
at Hunstville, Ala., the Vanguard team
from the Naval Research Laboratory,
and the Jet Propulsion Laboratory which
had been under Army contract. NASA
has been able to integrate the work of
these separate teams and on them fo
build sound and forward-looking space
programs in the aeronautical and pro-
pulsion fields.

However, a less satisfactory founda-
tion has existed with respect to elec-
tronics and its related physics disciplines.
Extraordinary steps were deemed neces-
sary to keep this vital phase of the space
sciences in pace with the rest of the
program., The major importance of
electronics components, technology, and
instrumentation, in all space endeavors,
made it doubly necessary to broaden
NASA’s space electronics research base
as rapidly as possible.

An extensive study of the best way to
approach this problem was inaugurated
by NASA, in which various approaches
were explored. After careful analysis,
NASA decided that the most effective
solution was to establish a new research
center, specifically devoted to research in
electronics and related physics disci-
plines. This research center would per-
mit a concentration of scientific talent
in one place; it would avoid conflicts be-
tween development missions and re-
gearch efforts in other fields; and it
would provide a variety of research fa-
cilities under a singleness of direction.
NASA officials told members of the
House Committee on Science and Astro-
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nautiecs that such a center would lead
to a rapid development of a critical mass
of electronics research data. I wish to
point out to my colleagues that this
center is for research and not for devel-
opment of hardware or for production
of electronic components or subsystems.
The results of its research will be avail-
able to all. I should be a factor in the
growth of electronic and related indus-
tries in every section of the country.
There are estimates that about three-
fourths of the cost of spacecraft goes
for electronics. However at present,
members of the industrial community
undertaking spacecraft contracts spend
no more than 5 percent of their resources
for electronic research.

Once this decision was made, further
studies were conducted as to the proper
location of such a facility. These
studies included consideration of a host
of criteria. One paramount considera-
tion was the availability of adequate
utilities and services such as power,
water, communications, and sanitary
facilities. Another involved the prox-
imity of institutions of higher scientific
and engineering education. I wish to
emphasize that such institutions serve
not only as a basis for the interchange of
ideas but also provide facilities for addi-
tional study by members of the research
center's staff. Still other considerations
included the need for the new center to
be located in an industrial community in
which interests with similar technical
work were available, It was essential,
because of the proposed size of the cen-
ter, that the new installation would have
available to it satisfactory community
facilities such as housing, recreation,
schools, colleges, and a variety of
transportation services.

The National Aeronautics and Space
Administration, after careful considera-
tion, decided that the best place to lo-
cate the electronics research center was
in the Greater Boston area. The con-
clusion that the Greater Boston area
represented the single most desirable
location for the center was reached only
after thorough scrutiny of potential
areas throughout the country. NASA
authorities found that Greater Boston
contained the best overall combination
of university and industrial strength,
accessible community and transporta-
tion facilities, and capability for elec-
tronics and guidance research. In addi-
tion, Boston has long been known for its
concentration on electronics and related
physics research, both in industry and
universities. NASA officials felt that
this would provide a stimulating atmos-
phere for the new center. After weigh-
ing all these factors, the final decision
was reached and Greater Boston was
selected as the most suitable location. -

On behalf of myself and the entire
Massachusetts delegation, I should like
to commend the foresight, vision, and
decision of the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration in this matter. I
would also like to commend to my col-
leagues the favorable consideration of
H.R. 7500, the authorization before us
today which initiates this very important
phase of America’s space effort.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I
most earnestly urge my colleagues here
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to thoroughly and conscientiously ex-
amine the meaning and effect of this
proposed amendment and when that has
been done I am confident the great ma-
jority of the House will reject it.

The meaning and purpose of this
amendment is to eliminate from the
committee bill, section (h) and reduce,
by several million dollars, the recom-
mended appropriation for wvarious lo-
cations, item 12, in section (b).

In truth and reality the result of any
acceptance of this amendment would be
an enforced delay, of at least a year,
not of the actual start of construetion of
an electronic research center, anywhere,
but also of the further study, by NASA of
the need of such a research center in the
public and national interest.

Let us bear in mind that the officials
of this vitally important agency have,
in fulfillment of their directed and public
responsibility, already recommended,
after considerable study, the construc-
tion of such a center and presented im-
pressive evidence as to the need for it.
This is their job, this is their sworn duty.
It is, indeed, the duty of congressional
committees to review departmental rec-
ommendations and scrutinize the evi-
dence presented by departmental wit-
nesses. I submit that the record before
us clearly shows that the NASA witnesses
conscientiously attempted to fulfill their
duty and, certainly, the distinguished
chairman and dedicated members of the
House Committee on Science and Astro-
nautics have fully discharged their
onerous responsibility of insuring that
this Nation maintains its competitive
position in space exploration and related
projections, with good sense and econom-
jcal expenditures. In accord with this
wise attitude the committee instructed,
in this bill, the agency to further study
the need for an electronic research center
and to justify, further, the recommended
location. Pending the congressional
committees review, over a 45-day period,
of these additional agency reports the
agency shall take no implementing ac-
tion; could anything be fairer or more
protective of the legislative duty and re-
sponsibility involved?

Mr, Chairman, I submit that space ex-
ploration and its associated activities is
of vital importance to national security
and development; that the subject itself
is a highly technical one requiring in-
tense and persevering study; and that
the acclaimed chairman and respected
members of the Committee on Science
and Astronautics are the most qualified
judges and advisers in this difficult leg-
islative field. Let us, therefore, accept
their studious judement and patriotic
recommendations, as presented in this
bill, and reject this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. WyYDLER].

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. WybLER) there
were—ayes 64, noes 111.

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Commitiee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. TromMAs, Chairman of the Commit-
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tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee, having had under consideration the
bill (H.R. 7500) to authorize appropria-
tions to the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration for research and
development, construction of facilities,
and administrative operations; and for
other purposes, pursuant to House Reso-
lution 467, he reported the bill back to
the House with sundry amendments
adopted by the Commitiee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered. Is a sepa-
rate vote demanded on any amendment?
If not, the Chair will put them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
?ﬁi engrossment and third reading of the

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR, SILER

Mr. SILER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Isthe gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. SILER. I am, sir, in its present

emdltlon.

The SPEAKER. The
qualifies. 3

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr, SiLEr moves that the bill (H.R. 7500)
be recommitted to the Committee on Sclence
and Astronautics.

The motion was rejected.
The SPEAKER.

The question is on
passage of the bill.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, on that I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 335, nays 57, not voting 40,
as follows:

gentleman

[Roll No. 111]
YEAS—335

Abbitt Broyhill, N.C. Dulskl
Abernethy Broyhill, Va. Duncan
Adair Bruce Dwyer
Addabbo Burke Edmondson
Albert Burkhalter Edwards
Alger Burleson Elllott
Anderson Burton Ellsworth
Andrews Byrne, Pa. Fallon
Ashley Cahill Par
Ashmore Cameron
Aspinall Cannon Feighan
Auchincloss Carey Finnegan
Avery Casey Fisher
Ayres Cederberg Flood
Baker Celler
Baldwin Chamberlain Ford
Barl Chelf Foreman
Barrett Chenoweth Forrester
Barry Clancy Fountain
Bates k Fraser
Becker Clawson, Del Frelinghuysen
Beckworth Cleveland Friedel
Belcher Cohelan Fulton, Pa.
Bell Conte Fulton, Tenn.
Bennett, Fla.  Cooley Fuqua
Bennett, Mich. Corbett Gallagher
Boggs Corman Garmatz
Boland Curtin Gary
Bolling Daddario Gavin
Bolton, Dague Gilalmo

Frances P. Daniels Gibbons
Bolton, Davis, Ga. Gilbert

Oliver P. Dawson Gill
Bonner Delaney Glenn
Brademas Denton Goodell
Bray Derounian Goodling
Brock Diggs Grabowski
Bromwell Donchue Grant
Brooks Green, Oreg.
Eroomfield Dowdy Green, Pa.
Brown, Calif. Downing Griffiths
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Grover Mailliard Roush
Gubser Roybal
Gurney Martin, Mass, Rumsfeld
Hagan, Ga. Mathias Ryan, Mich,
Hagen, Calif. Matsunaga Ryan, N.Y.
Haley Matthews Bt. George
Halleck May Bt Germain
Halpern Meader St. Onge
Hanna Miller, Calif.  Schneebell
Hansen Milliken Schweiker
Mills Schwengel
Hardy Minish Secrest
Harrls Monagan Belden
Harrison Montoya Senner
Harsha Moore Shelley
Harvey, Ind Moorhead Bhipley
Harvey, Mich, Morgan Shriver
Haw! Morris Sibal
Hays Morrison Bickles
Healey Morse Sikes
Hébert Mosher Sisk
Hechler
Hemphill ulter Snyder
Henderson Murphy, Il Springer
Herlong Murphy, N.¥. Staebler
Holifield Murray Staggers
Holland Natcher
Horton Norblad Stephens
Huddleston O'Brien, N.Y. Stinson
ull O'Hara, 1L tratton
Ichord O'Hara, Mich. Stubblefleld
garman gmn. Mont. g:.}ilvan
ennings n, Minn,
Joelson O'Neill Talcott
Johnson, Taylor
onas Ostertag Teague, Calif,
Jones, Ala. Passman Teague, Tex.
Karsten Patman Thomas
Patten Thompson, N.J.
Kastenmeler Pelly Thompson, Tex
Keith Pepper Toll
Kelly Perkins Tollefson
Keogh Philbin
Kil Pike Tupper
King, Callf. Pilcher Tuten
Pirnie Udall
Kluczynski Pofl Ullman
Eornegay Pool Van Deerlin
K el Powell k
Eyl Pucins Van Pelt
Purcell Waggonner
Lankford Quie Wallhauser
Latta Quillen Watson
Leggett Watts
Lennon Reid, I11 Weaver
Reid, N.X. Weltner
Lindsay uss Westland
Lipscomb Rhodes, Pa. Whalley
Lloyd Rlehlman te
Long, La. Rivers, Alaska Whitener
Long, Md. Rivers, 8.C. Wickersham
McClory Roberts, Ala. idnall
McCulloch Roberts, Tex. Willlams
McDade Rodino Willis
McDowell Rogers, Colo. Wilson, Bob
McFall Rogers, Fla. Wilson,
MclIntire Rogers, Tex. Charles H.
McLoskey Rooney Wright
McMillan Roosevelt Wydler
MacG: Rosen Young
Madden Rostenkowskl Zablockl
Mahon Roudebush
NAYS—57
Abele Hall Pillion
Arends Hoeven ifel
Ashbrook H Rhodes, Ariz
Beermann Horan ch
Berry Hosmer Baylor
Hutchinson Schadeberg
Bow Jensen Schenck
Brown, Ohio  Johansen Short
Byrnes, Wis. Kilburn Siler
Clausen, King, N.Y, Skubitz
Don H. Enox Smith, Calif.
Collier Lalrd Smith, Va.
Cunningham Langen Thomson, Wis.
5 Martin, Calif. Utt
Derwinski Martin, Nebr,
Devine Michel Wilson, Ind.
Dole Minshall an
Findley Morton Younger
Gathings Nelsen
Gross O'Eonskl
NOT VOTING—40
Bass Everett Libonatl
Battin Evins Macdonald
Blatnik Fino Miller, N.XY.
Brotzman Flynt Nedzl
Buckley Gonzalez Nix
Colmer Gray O'Brien, Ill.
Cramer Griffin FPoage
Davis, Tenn Johnson, Calif. Price
Dent Jones, Mo, Ralns
Dingell Eee Robison
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Bcott Thompson, La. Whitten
Sheppard Thornberry ‘Winstead
Smith, Iowa Trimble

Btafford Vinson

So the bill was pass
'I'he Clerk a.nnounced the following

i

m. Macdonald with Mr, Miller of New

York.
Blatnik with Mr. Griffin.
Vinson with Mr. Cramer.
Trimble with Mr. Battin.
Dent with Mr. Brotzman.
Libonati with Mr. Stafford,
Johnson of California with Mr. Fino.
Buckley with Mr. Robison.
Dingell with Mr, Nix,
Nedzl with Mr, Price.
Bheppard with Mr. Scott.
Gray with Mr. Gonzalez.
O'Brien of Illinols with Mr. Evins.
Thompson of Loulsiana with Mr. Col-

RERREEEREEERE

:

Bass with Mr. Everett.
Rains with Mr. Whitten.
Davis of Tennessee with Mr. Smith
of Iowa.
Mr, Winstead with Mr, Flynt.

Messrs. JOHANSEN and HUTCHIN-
SON changed their vote from “yea” to
unay.n

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND REMARKS

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to extend their remarks in the
Recorp on the bill just passed, H.R. 7500.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Speaker, al-
though I am very pleased that this bill
has been passed by such an overwhelm-
ing majority, I deplore the fact that the
bill makes such deep cuts in the recom-
mendations of the committee for NASA
support of university grants. The gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. Roupesussa]
very properly pointed out that his
amendment only retained the program
at last year’s level, but I vigorously dis-
pute his contentions concerning the
effect of such a reduction. The gentle-
man from Indiana would have this valu-
able program stand still at a time when
we are trying to surge forward in the
space effort. If we stand still in provid-
ing talent for the future, how can
America hope to maintain future leader-
ship in space?

I have the greatest admiration and
sympathy for the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. RoupEBusa] and the gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. SxypEr] in

RER

“the attacks which they made on cer-

tain silly sounding projects sponsored by
NASA. The New York Herald Tribune
and other newspapers deserve great
credit for bringing to light these un-
fortunate projects. I have nodoubt that
much good has emerged in the past from
studies which sounded a little stupid
when they started. Ihave no doubt that
some scientific justification could be
mustered to support some of these
studies. But for the life of me I cannot
figure out why these ridiculous sounding
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studies cannot be financed by univer-
sities, private foundations, or individuals
outside the Government.

The space program is too vital to
America’s future to be hurt so much by
those who administer it. The blame
for this situation lies right on NASA's
doorstep. At a time when the need is so
desperate for training the scientists and
engineers needed to carry on the space
program in future years, NASA is really
hurting that vital effort by using tax-
payers’ money for a few questionable
projects which are difficult if not impos-
sible to defend. You can scarcely blame
some Members of Congress for getting
stampeded when it turns out that Gov-
ernment funds are being used for studies
which are on the face ridiculous.

What NASA really ought to do is to
detail one of its staff from West Virginia
to go through these projects and throw
out the silly ones. All this needs is a
down-to-earth person with a sense of
humor. We may not have many NASA
contracts in West Virginia, but we sure
know how to pick a few rotten apples
out of a barrel.

COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND
CURRENCY

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Banking and Currency may have until
midnight Saturday to file a report on the
bill S. 1163.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

STRENGTHENING AND IMPROVING
THE QUALITY OF VOCATIONAL
EDUCATION

Mr. SISK, from the Committee on
Rules, reported the following privileged
resolution (H. Res. 469, Rept. No. 632),
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution, it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
4955) to strengthen and improve the quality
of vocational education and to expand the
vocational education opportunities in the
Nation. After general debate, which shall
be confined to the bill and shall continue
not to exceed three hours, to be equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Education and Labor, the bill shall be
read for amendment under the five-minute
rule. It shall be in order to consider the
substitute amendment recommended by the
Committee on Education and Labor now in
the bill, and such substitute for the purpose
of amendment shall be considered under the
five-minute rule as an original bill. At the
conclusion of such consideration the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted, and any Member may demand
a separate vote in the House on any of the
amendments adopted in the Committee of
the Whole to the bill or committee sub-
stitute. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage with-
out intervening motion except one motion to
- recommit with or without instructions.
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PETROLEUM STUDY COMMITTEE
REPORT

Mr. FOREMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks. :

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. FOREMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have
requested a 2 hour special order for next
Tuesday for the purpose of a bipartisan
discussion of a Petroleum Study Com-
mittee report to the President. This
study, or report, on the petroleum indus-
try was submitted to the President early
in September 1962, but was not made
public until last month.

This study was submitted on behalf
of the Departments of State, Treasury,
Defense, Justice, Commerce, Labor, and
Interior. It reveals the thinking of
those in Government whose philosophy
would lead to complete control of the
petroleum industry. The conclusion
and recommendations of this study
group are quite misleading and danger-
ous indeed. They constitute an open
invitation to paralyzing Government
controls and threaten the liquidation of
the competitive oil and gas industry.

Domestic oil prices are low, not high,
by any standard. During the period of
import controls, prices have been re-
duced. State conservation programs
and percentage depletion have resulted
in more oil and gas at lower prices to
the consuming public. During the time
we have had an import control program,
crude oil prices have declined 3.2 per-
cent while prices on other commeodities,
excluding farm products and foods, in-
creased 1.6 percent.

The relatively low price at which oil
is presently sold may also be demon-
strated by the fact that crude oil today
sells for less than 7 cents per gallon and
is the cheapest liquid bought and sold
in our economy. Because of this low
cost some 2,500 petroleum products are
available at prices within the means of
all Americans. A gallon of gasoline, for
example, not including taxes, costs less
than two cups of coffee, about half as
much as a gallon of distilled water and
one-fifth as much as a gallon of milk.

Mr. Speaker, additional Federal con-
trols cannot assure national security as
to oil or adequate supglies at low prices
for the econsuming public. It is my
belief—and apparently the helief of a
great majority of this Congress—that
the highest national interest is served by
maintaining a healthy dynamic oil in-
dustry. We ecannot accomplish this
through greater control and Federal
regulation of this vital industry. I invite
my colleagues to join a group of us in
this very important bipartisan discus-
sion next Tuesday.

NUCLEAR TEST BAN

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks.

August 1

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, every year since coming to the
Congress it has been my practice to sub-
mit a questionnaire to the people of the
Sixth District of Florida asking their
views on matters of national importance.

This year over 52,047 people responded
to the poll. I believe this to be the
largest return to a congressional poll in
the country. Because of the size and
makeup of the district, it reflects a good
cross section of American opinion.

Florida’s Sixth District has a popula-
tion now estimated at 800,000. During
the period 1950-60 the largest county
grew 297.9 percent, the second largest 98
percent. This growth indicates that
residents have come from all over the
Nation and their opinions reflect to
great extent those views which were
acquired in other areas. Southern Flor-
ida is therefore all-American in origin
and background.

An adequate sampling, then, of the

residents of this district is most signifi-
cant—>52,047 represents 10 percent of the
estimated adult population, considerably
beyond the standard for most opinion
polls.
Tabulation has been completed on the
question, “Do you believe the United
States should work for a nuclear test ban
treaty with adequate controls?” and 81.6
responded yes, 13.4 responded no, 5 per-
cent did not answer.

I know this result will be of interest
to all, as it is a clear expression of the
views of over 52,000 representative
Americans.

The Sixth District of Florida is basi-
cally conservative. The 81.6 percent
supporting a treaty with adequate con-
trols are not “leftwingers,” “ban-the-
bomb"” marchers, or even disarmament
champions. They are average Ameri-
cans, concerned about the nuclear arms
race and its effects on our present gen-
eration and of generations yet unborn.
They will support a test-ban treaty with
adequate controls.

The Senate of the United States will
have the responsibility to insure that the
present treaty adequately provides for
the security of our country. If in their
wisdom they determine that it is such a
treaty and give the President their
advice and consent, the American people
will support their decision.

PENNSYLVANIA VOTERS FOR AREA
REDEVELOPMENT

Mr. RHODES of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, T ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute and to
revise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. RHODES of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I again direct your attention to
the special election held in the 15th Dis-
trict of Pennsylvania to fill the vacancy
created by the death of our distinguished
colleague, Francis Walter.
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The outcome of this election was an
overwhelming endorsement of President
Kennedy and the administration pro-
gram. The man who will replace our late
colleague campaigned on the President’s
program and he campaigned as a “lib-
eral, Eennedy Democrat.”

Unlike other special elections where
the turnout has been comparatively light,
60 percent of the voters turned out for
this one. They elected the Democratic
candidate by more than 6,500 votes.

An important point in the campaign

of our new colleague was his contention.

that the area redevelopment program is
good, that it has benefited Pennsylvania,
that it should be expanded.

The Democratic candidate repeatedly
stressed his belief in this effort to create
more jobs, to provide needed public fa-
cilities, to combat automation, to diver-
sify local economies.

The voters endorsed his position.

They endorsed area redevelopment.

Those of you who have said the ad-
ministration program is lacking in popu-
lar iupport obviously have missed your
mark.

I believe it is also important to note
that the far right through its mouth-
piece Human Events loudly acclaimed
the merits of the Republican candidate.
This election is indicative of the revul-
sion the American people feel toward
this extremist movement whose leader
has called democracy a fraud.

Area redevelopment is important to
Pennsylvania’s 15th Congressional Dis-
trict, and the voters knew it. The pro-
gram has already creatd 8,000 jobs in
Pennsylvania. It is of vital importance
to the Sixth Pennsylvania District which
I represent and where there are many
coal reglon communities suffering eco-
nomic distress.

Under the area redevelopment pro-
gram studies have already begun in
the 15th Congressional Distriet. From
these studies have come proposals for
projects, projects which depend on the
passage of the President's ARA propos-
als, which would mean 500 jobs to the
people of the 15th District, 366 coming
directly as the result of the ARA
projects.

‘We can begin to realize the importance
of these jobs to the district when we con-
sider that any time you bring into a
community an industry with 100 jobs, on
the average you bring in 359 people,
$710,000 of additional spending power,
$229,000 in new bank deposits, $330,000
in spending in local stores and about 100
more autos.

And, of course, the well-being of the
15th Congressional District is closely tied
to the well-being of the entire State of
Pennsylvania.

The voters are aware of the impor-
tance of a program which could bring
their State 47,641 new jobs—of which al-
most 29,000 would come directly from the
programs of area redevelopment.

Mr. Speaker, too often, when recited
on the floor, these figures emerge as just
cold statistics. They are not cold sta-
tistics to those benefited by this program.

To the voters of Pennsylvania’s 15th
District—and other voters in my distriet
and other districts in every State in the
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Union—they are new job opportunities
that mean a chance for human beings to
live in dignity and to lead lives that are
useful to themselves, their families, and
their community. They are new or ex-
panding industries that mean survival,
growth, progress to the communities in
which these people live.

Mr. Speaker, the voters do not forget
these things, even if many of us occa-
sionally do, as we did by rejecting ARA
extension last June 12.

The overwhelming turnout came de-
spite the fact that a Republican Gover-
nor had deliberately scheduled the elec-
tion in the midsummer to reduce the size
of the vote and thereby allow his party’s
political apparatus to push through its
candidate. They came to give a victory
of more than 6,500 votes to the candidate
who championed the programs that are
so important to them, and they soundly
repudiated the Republican candidate
who, ignoring the needs of his district,
opposed these programs.

Mr. Speaker, I congratulate the new
Representative of Pennsylvania’s 15th
District, FrRep RooNEY, on his resounding
victory, and I look forward to working
with him here.

I know that his voice will be heard fre-
quently here. I only hope that the voice
of his constituents, who spoke so clearly
yvesterday, will not be ignored by this
body when we next consider the aresa re-
development program.

APPOINTMENT OF POSTMASTERS
BY POSTMASTER GENERAL IN
COMPETITIVE CIVIL SERVICE

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oregon?

There was no objection.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I have
today introduced a bill which would
provide for the appointment of post-
masters by the Postmaster General in
the competitive civil service and, accord-
ingly, removes these offices from the
field of congressional patronage. I am
pleased to join with my distinguished
colleague, Congresswoman GRrEEN, in
proposing this change which, in my
opinion, will strengthen the postal serv-
ices, relieve Members of Congress from
a time-consuming task for which we are
ill-equipped and, further, will aid in
strengthening the political organizations
by eliminating what all too frequently is
a most disruptive influence.

The postal service, as everyone knows,
has become a most complex department
of Government. As the Postmaster
General recently said, it is not only a
big business but it is one of the most
important services rendered by Govern-
ment to the American people. Good
Government and sound business prac-
tices demand that the executive man-
agement of the many post offices be in
the hands of experienced well-trained
people appointed in an atmosphere free
from the clash of partisan political con-
siderations. Further demanded is the
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encouragement and reward for work
well done to members of the postal serv-
ice who will have an opportunity to ad-
vance on the basis of merit rather than
on the winds of political change,

It may be said that more rather than
less patronage would strengthen the
political parties. I am sure that there
is not a Member of Congress who has
been concerned with these matters who
would not agree that the intense com-
petition for these positions engenders
bitterness between party workers which
results in far more disunity than it does
harmony. Many officials of my own
Democratic Party have so expressed
themselves to me. The great Postmas-
ter General and master politician Jim
Farley’s pithy comments on the subject
of political patronage are too well known
to bear repeating.

I introduce this proposal with no dis-
respect at all intended to those fine peo-
ple from both political parties who have
and are filling postmaster offices with
distinction and devotion under the sys-
tem in effect today. I am sure that
many of them would agree that the
series of recommendatory procedures
commonly used—that is, a patronage
committee makes a recommendation to
a central committee which mekes a rec-
ommendation to the Congressman who
makes a recommendation to the Post-
master General who makes a recommen-
dation to the President who makes an
appointment to whizh, in most instances,
the Senate must give its advice and
consent—is unnecessarily complex and
outmoded.

The savings in time alone of the many
officials involved would Jjustify the
changes proposed, for time and redtape
cost money. The Members of Congress
will find that they have more time to
better perform their job of representing
their districts on local, national, and
international issues on which we already
have too little time to spend.

I respectfully commend this bill to the
consideration of my colleagues in both
parties.

DISTINGUISHED SCIENTISTS SUP-
PORT TEST-BAN TREATY

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks, and to include a letter and an
article.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, a very
distinguished constituent of mine—the
recipient of a Nobel Prize in physics—
Prof. Owen Chamberlain of Berkeley
and the University of California, has
spoken out decisively, in a letter to the
President of the United States, in sup-
port of the nuclear test-ban treaty ini-
tialed in Moscow last week. Professor
Chamberlain is one of this country's
most noted and knowledgeable experts
in the field of nuclear physics. His letter
carries a thoughtful but penetrating
message which I believe our colleagues
will find of importance.
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Professor Chamberlain has been
joined in his position by the Federation
of American Scientists—a national, non-
partisan organization of more than 2,500
scientists concerned with the importance
of science on national and international
affairs. In a statement released yester-
day, the federation stressed that:

Those of us who know from our work the
capabilities of nuclear weapons and  the
risks of annihilation to which mankind is
exposed believe that our Nation should make
every reasonable effort to achieve a system
of effective international ent under
proper safeguards. We are greatly encour-
aged by the test ban agreement and believe
it deserves prompt and overwhelming sup-
port from the American people.

The federation’s paper provides a
thoughtful and informed critique to the
voices which have been raised in opposi-
tion to the limited test ban treaty. It
is a critique which deserves the full at-
tention of the Congress.

BERKELEY, CaLIF., July 25, 1963.
President Joan F. EENNEDY,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mgr. PresmpENT: It is my hope that
you will very soon be putting before Congress
a test ban agreement. I want you to know
that I am an enthusiastic supporter of the
administration in this matter.

Besides the substantive value of a test ban
agreement in slowing the arms race, it has
taken on great symbolic value. Ratification
of the agreement will indicate to the world
the acceptance by the great powers of their
responsibility to maintain the present un-
easy peace and to build for a firmer peace.

1 am aware that you will be bombarded
with literature from those who still say that
the United States is behind in the arms race
and cannot catch up under a test ban, or who
say that the United States is ahead and could
not maintain its lead under a test ban, or
that the United States has urgent need for
such and such weapon development that
could not proceed under a test ban. Of
course some of these statements are true, and,
to a degree, will always be true. There will
never be a time when we can expect to nego-
tiate what are essentially military limitations
on the Soviet Union without simultaneously
accepting military limitations for ourselves.
We must remember that complete freedom of
action by all nations means continuation of
the arms race. Only by tempering that free-
dom can we hope to improve the climate in
this troubled world.

I am not familiar with the details of the
contemplated new agreement, but I am
familiar with the thinking within the ad-
ministration that is behind such an agree-
ment and I respect it highly.

At the present time there are only three
nuclear powers of military significance, No
one can foresee what the world might be
like if there were many more strong nu-
clear powers, but it is clear that interna-
tional tensions could be much worse than
they are now. While few would argue that
a test ban agreement between the United
States and the Soviet Union would be suffi-
cient to halt nuclear developments in other
countries, it is clear that the test ban is a
necessary first step toward discouraging other
countries. In this sense it is a first step
toward a more rational world order.

According to newspaper reports, the new
agreement may be very similar to that pro-
posed by both the present and the previous
administrations in the United States. If
the Soviet Union has finally become reason-
able on this point, I hope we are prepared
to capitalize on the situation.
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I commend you, Mr. President, on your
test ban policy and I hope the Congress can
be counted on to give solid support,

Sincerely yours,
OWEN CHAMBERLAIN,

STATEMENT OF THE FEDERATION OF AMERICAN
SCIENTISTS ON THE NUCLEAR TEST BAN
TREATY
The three-power nuclear test ban agree-

ment recently initialed in Moscow is strong-
ly endorsed by the Federation of American
Scientists. Our members who have partici-
pated in the development of nuclear weap-
ons welcome this first step in the control
of the nuclear arms race. The federation
believes that this treaty is in the overall in-
terest and that the risks involved are small
compared with those in a world without
such an agreement. We hope that this
agreement may contribute to the reduction
of international tenslons and lead to more
substantial arms control and disarmament
agreements. Those of us who know from
our work the capabilities of nuclear weapons
and the risks of annihilation to which man-
kind is exposed believe that our Nation
should make every reasonable effort to
achieve a system of effective international
disarmament under proper safeguards. We
are greatly encouraged by the test ban agree-
ment and belleve it deserves prompt and
overwhelming support from the American
people as a demonstration to the world that
our Nation plans to lead in the path away
from nuclear destruction.

President Eennedy's speech last Priday
night summarized eloquently the great risks
of a continued arms spiral and the spread
of nuclear weapons. We feel that the pub-
lic may wish to have more information
about possible risks of the nuclear test ban
agreement, and we therefore discuss briefly
here some relevant technical questions.

There 1s almost no chance that a nation
could perform a series of militarily im-
portant nuclear test explosions without
being detected. Techniques which have been
developed during the past few years allow
the detection and identification of nuclear
explosions at all altitude ranges out to very
great distances in space. For example, new
electronic techniques for measuring per-
turbations in the ionosphere provide a very
sensitive means of detecting explosions at
upper altitudes. Methods of sampling for
radioactivity, including both capture of
actual debris on filters and observations of
delayed gamma rays, provide a very sensi-
tive method of identifylng low-yield nu-
clear explosions.

It is conceivable that nuclear test ex-
plosions could be conducted so far out in
space as to escape detection. However,
present ground-based equipment can detect
megaton tests taking place 1 million kilo-
meters from the earth, and larger tests can
be detected at correspondingly larger dis-
tances. If the United States decides to de-
ploy satellite detection systems, then mega-
ton tests could be detected at distances
greater than the distance to the sun, out of
several hundred million kilometers. Simi-
larly, a megaton test behind the moon could
be detected by delayed gamma radiation.

There are other reasons why tests at these
distances must be considered unlikely. They
would be difficult to conduct, would be very
expensive, and might require months to
elapse between the launch and the explosion.
There is a high probability that the launch-
ings would be noted and special efforts made
to identify or to follow the space vehicles.
The lack of experience of both the United
States and the U.S.S.R. in conducting such
experiments, would be another hindrance to
such a program.

It has been suggested that the Soviet Union
might attempt to shield multimegaton ex-
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plosions in space by interposing shields con-
taining lead dust between the explosion and
the earth. Shields could reduce the detec-
tion range by perhaps a factor of 10. Such a
shielded test in deep space could cost on the
order of $100 million and, like all untried
systems, would involve considerable risk of
failure and detection. In vlew of the costs
and uncertainties involved, it seems unlikely
that the Soviet Union would consider it
worthwhile to carry out such tests. Smaller
tests could be far more easily conducted
underground on earth.

Because of the great expense and difficulty
of methods of concealing useful nuclear test
explosions in the prohibited environments,
any signatory nation that decided that it
needed to conduct further tests would prob-
ably use the escape clause rather than embark
on secret tests in violation of the treaty.
Yet there is good reason to expect that none
of the major nuclear nations will wish to end
the agreement, for the continued ban on
tests offers more advantages to the nuclear
powers than a perlod of renewed testing.

If the Soviet Union should resume nuclear
testing in the prohibited environments, our
Nation would be prepared to conduct then
such tests as required to maintain our posi-
tion of nuclear deterrence. No decisive
change in relative defense postures could
be achleved by a sudden resumption of tests.
Thus, since no major nuclear power can gain
greatly by testing, we can hope that the test
agreement will endure. Our Nation's weap-
on development laboratories can be main-
tained by a program of underground test
explosions until satisfactory arrangements
are found to ban these tests also.

It is sometimes asserted that further test-
ing is necessary for the United States to de-
velop a defense against missiles. In fact,
nuclear weapons technology is only one of
many fields that must be mastered if a
missile defense is to be achleved, and it
appears that these other areas represent far
more significant barriers to the achievement
of such a system than does the area of weap-
on technology. Thus, the problem of dis-
criminating between an incoming missile
warhead and various decoys that might be
accompanying it is exceedingly difficult, as
is the related problem of handling a large
number of incoming wehicles at the same
time. If these critical technical problems
are solved, warheads for the antimissile mis-
sile can be developed underground. It is
only measurements of radar blackout, war-
head vulnerability, and actual live system
tests that might require atmospheric test-
ing. Measurements of blackout were made
in recent tests in the Pacific. While atmo-
spheric tests could assist in these develop-
ments, General Wheeler, Chief of Staff of
the U.8. Army, stated in a television inter-
view last weekend that the United States
could now develop an antimissile system
without further atmospheric nuclear explo-
slons.

Similarly, the development of missile sys-
tems to penetrate any Soviet missile defense
can proceed without atmospheric nuclear
testing. Here is involved the development of
smaller warheads and penetration aids such
as new guidance, communication, decoy, and
jamming techniques, and all these can pro-
ceed under the test ban agreement.

It has been suggested that the United
States must develop a very high yield nu-
clear weapon to keep pace with the Soviet
Union. On the contrary, there does not
appear to be any justifiable military reason
for the United States to have such a weapon.
Our arsenal of nuclear weapons s already
much more than adequate for any probable
military targets. Smaller weapons, when
used in sufficient guantity, provide a more
reliable, more effective, and perhaps cheaper
method of attacking targets than do a few
high yield weapons. This is in fact the di-
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rection in which the United States has been
moving in its weapon development and for
which its present delivery systems are de-
signed. If the United States had a military
requirement for such large yield weapons, it
would have tested them during the past
years when there have been many nuclear
explosions.

There are firm indications that other na-
tions will soon sign the test-ban agreement.
All mankind is exposed to the dangers of ra-
dioactive contamination, and there will be
great pressure from public opinion in all
countries to urge governments to sign the
agreement.

The Federation of American Scientists be-
Heves that it would be a national catastrophe
if the pending test ban agreement were not
ratified by the U.S. Senate. Ratification is
clearly in our national interest. Moreover,
peoples throughout the world would be deep-
ly disappointed if our Nation should reject
this chance to halt the dangers of radioac-
tive contamination of the atmosphere, and
to improve the chance for further agree-
ments. Rejection by the Senate would have
a disastrous effect on U.S. prestige. On the
other hand, prompt ratification by a very
substantial margin will demonstrate to all
the world that the United States stands
ready to join in further steps to control nu-
clear armaments and to reduce the world-
wide dangers of the arms race.

WILDERNESS BILL

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Speaker, I am
proposing a wilderness bill in support of
Mr. Sayror’s bill, HR. 930, the many
similar bills in the House of Representa-
tives, and 8. 4 in the Senate.

The wording of this bill incorporates
7 years' work of many contributors. The
present bill does not depart from that
work. The time has come fo save wilder-
ness areas, ‘“not temporarily by admin-
istrative decision, but permanently by
law.” Our remaining wilderness is an
impermanent asset requiring immediate
protection.

This is not a complicated bill. It pin-
points responsibility for wilderness areas
in the Congress, where by the Constitu-
tion the responsibility must be.

This means that the preservation of
wilderness must be governed by law. It
cannot be governed by the discretionary
powers of administrators, subject as they
are to the extraordinary pressures that
have always existed in this area.

It is the constitutional duty of Con-
gress to protect the Nation’s wilderness.
By article IV, section 3, clause 2:

Congress shall have power to dispose of and
make all needful rules and regulations re-
specting the territory or other property be-
longing to the United States.

The areas dealt with in this bill con-
stitute “territory’” within the meaning of
this clause. But pending enactment of a
wilderness bill, Congress is without an
enabling law by which to observe this
power. No detractor or obstructor of this
bill ever goes so far as to deny the basic
need for subjecting to the congressional
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control stipulated by the Constitution an
activity which has become de facto a
matter of executive discretion. The
broad present limits of this discretion
were set out by Mr. SavLor, addressing
the House on June 27:

In present circumstances, in the absence
of positive congressional action regarding
wilderness, a Secre of Agriculture, if he
wished to, could put 7.1 million acres of pres-
ently unclassified national forest land with-
in wilderness areas that he could now estab-
lish. Or, if he wished to, he could abolish
areas within which there are now preserved
more than 14 million acres of wilderness.
The fate of 21 million acres of wilderness is
in his hands, in the absence of congres-
sional directives.

But by section 3(h) of this bill, wilder-
ness areas, once established as such
according to the bill, can only be changed
by law. This is a legal guarantee for
wilderness areas.

Further, anyone considering this bill
must consider this characteristic of
wilderness: each year it erodes. Each
year there is less of it. Once gone, it
cannot be brought back. As time goes
by, the opportunity to save the wilder-
ness evaporates. To delay this subject
indefinitely is to kill it.

Three points might be expressed in
argument against the bill at the present
time. These are:

First. There should be a review of
primitive areas before they are declared
protected by the wilderness bill. Find
out what sort of resource we have here,
before we “lock 'em up.”

Second. Preserve existing uses—
chiefly water resources development and
mining—now allowed.

Third. There should be a requirement
of affirmative action by Congress to ap-
prove change in wilderness areas.

The answer to the first point—that
there should be a review of all primitive
areas before they are declared wilder-
ness—is contained in the bill. The bill
says that wilderness, wild, and canoe
areas shall be protected immediately.
That is just as definite as though Penn-
sylvania, New York, and Maryland were
named. These categories are known,
mapped, and surveyed as such. Then
the bill says the primitive areas will also
be protected, but orders a 10-year review
of primitive areas. About 6 million acres
of the rough total of 14 million acres pro-
tected by this bill are primitive.

The second point—that existing uses
should be preserved—is also in large
measure contained in the bill. This bill
is careful about reasonableness. The
most important existing uses—mining
and grazing rights—are preserved. Wil-
derness areas are protected against the
acquisition of further rights.

The third point against the bill—that
Congress should act affirmatively in the
case of each proposed change in the wil-
derness area—is specious. Section 3(f)
in the bill specifically reserves to Con-
gress the right of veto over any change.
The subsection advocates machinery
which long inquiry has established as
practical. This is a probable focus point
of opposition to the bill, for it can be at-
tacked here on the grounds of violation
of the dignity of Congress, instead of the
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probable real basis of hostility to the bill,
the desire not to sequester 14 million
acres of useful property as sacrosanct
wilderness. Any reasonable reading of
section 3(f) will recognize that there is
no violation of the supervisory powers of
Congress therein.

It may be objected that the only wil-
derness I represent is Central Park.
But the sparseness of wilderness in my
district makes the need for it all the
greater. That need is common to many
of us Americans. It does not depend on
means. Americans either find the time
or good shape or inclination to go to the
wilderness themselves, or remain in some
way glad that our country still produces
people who can live in a wilderness for
a while, and glad that the country still
keeps this wilderness preserved for any
future American to turn to. Sooner or
later those values are indispensable to
us.
For these reasons, Mr. Speaker, I in
my turn submit a wilderness bill to this
Congress,

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR WEEK
OF AUGUST 5

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I take
this time to ask the majority leader if
he will please inform the House of the
program for next week.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ARENDS. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, we have
concluded the legislative business for
this week. The program for next week
is as follows: Monday, Consent Calendar.
There are seven bills under suspension
of the rules:

S. 874, to design, construct, and equip
buildings required for the Bureau of the
Mint.

S. 1652, amending the National Cul-
tural Center Act.

H.R. 82, to amend the Merchant Ma-
rine Act, 1936, in order to provide for the
reimbursement of certain vessel con-
struction expenses.

H.R. 1157, to exclude cargo which is
lumber from certain tariff filing require-
ments under the Shipping Act, 1916.

8. 1194, to remove the percentage lim-
itations on retirement of enlisted men of
the Coast Guard.

H.R. 5623, to amend the provisions of
title 14, United States Code, relating to
the appointment, promotion, separation,
and refirement of officers of the Coast
Guard.

H.R. 6997, to provide for a compre-
hensive, long-range, and coordinated
national program in oceanography.

On Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thurs-
day we have the Private Calendar and
H.R. 4955, the Vocational Educational
Act of 1963, on which there is an open
rule with 3 hours of debate.
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Next we have HR. 7824, to continue
for the period ending November 30, 1963,
the existing temporary increase in the
public debt limit set forth in section 21
of the Second Liberty Bond Act.

This announcement, of course, is made
subject to the general reservation that
conference reports may be broughi up
at any time and any further program
may be announced later.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
AUGUST 5

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today it adjourn to meet on
Monday next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business in
order on Calendar Wednesday next week
may be dispensed with.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

THE SOURCES OF A SO-CALLED
CUBAN EXPERT, OR WHAT DO
WE MEAN BY CONFIRMATION?

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr, STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, on
July 16, 1963, in the CONGRESSIONAL REC-
orp for that date on page 12708, I had
oceasion to bring to the attention of the
House a published report to the effect
that a certain well-known self-styled ex-
pert on Cuba in another body actually
did not have the special, inside mysteri-
ous intelligence information he has tried
to suggest he had, but instead had gotten
his information from newspaper stories
which had already been in print before
he spoke to newspapers not regularly
read in Washington.

This report was made in a syndicated
column which appeared in the New York
Herald Tribune of July 12, 1963, by Row-
land Evans and Robert Novak. I chal-
lenged that Cuban expert in the other
body either to institute suit for libel
against these two reporters or else apol-
ogize to the American people and to the
Congress of the United States.

To date that Cuban expert has not
sued, he has not apologized, but he also
has been careful not specifically and
unequivocally to deny the published re-
port

Mi'. Speaker, since reading that report
I have done some research of my own
on the speeches of that expert, and I
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have compared them with certain news-
paper reports. I think Members may be
interested in the result of this research.

Of course there has been a lot of
interest in the sources of this expert’s
information.

From the outset the sources of the in-
formation out of which his charges arose
have been surrounded with much se-
crecy. On “Meet the Press” on May 12,
1963, the Senator said:

All of the information that I have received
and have ever used * * * has come from
either one of two sources: (1) Government
sources, or (2) other sources later confirmed
by official Government sources, and most of
it was directly from officlal Government
sources.

Again on June 25, 1963, an editorial in
the Binghamton Sun-Bulletin based on
an interview with the junior Senator
from New York contained the following:

We asked where he had gotten the in-
formation last year. It came, he sald, mostly
from middle and lower level officlals within
the Government who were somehow unable
to get their Intelligence reports across to the
high-level decisionmakers in the adminis-
tration. A small amount of information—
perhaps 5 percent—came from Cuban exiles,
and the rest from American officials.

On the “Today” television show on
September 4, 1962, Senator KEATING
said:

I certainly am not golng to compromise
my sources.

And again on “Meet the Press” on May
12, 1963, the Senator said:

I would not reveal the names of the dedi-
cated and patriotic people in government
who have given me this information. I
think that would be a disservice to them and
would result In Injury to fine, patriotic
Americans.

Now on July 12, 1963, in a syndicated
column which appeared in the New York
Herald Tribune written by Rowland
Evans and Robert Novak, the following
statement was made about the junior
Senator from New York:

To this very day, the White House is dying
to know the identify of KEaTinGg's Govern-
ment leak.

The answer is hilariously simple: He had
no Government Informants. At least no di-
rect Government informants.

KEeATING'S chief source was a friendly news-
paper correspondent who gave his remark-
ably reliable tips to Keatinc after—not be-
fore—the information appeared in his own
newspaper back home.

On July 16, 1963, I challenged the Sen-
ator either to sue these two columnists
for libel or else to apologize to the Con-
gress and the American people for this
massive scissors and pastepot hoax over
Cuba. The Senator has not apologized,
but neither has he sued, and neither has
he specifically denied the Evans and
Novak charges.

A careful comparison between several
key Keating speeches and some newspa-
per stories already in print before the
Senator spoke will be enlightening.

Take, for example, the speech which
Senator Kearine made in the Senate on
Cuba on August 31, 1962. It appears in
the Recorp for that date in volume 108,
part 14, page 18359. This speech bears a
number of very remarkable similarities
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to an article by Nat Finney which ap-
peared on the front page of the Buffalo
Evening News of 2 days earlier, August
29. For example, compare the follow-
ing direct quotations:

1. Finney: "It was not until reports had
accumulated about a landing August 2 and
3 at the former Marania docks at Mariel and
could be checked and double checked that
American intelligence had to accept as fact
that Soviet troops were arriving in Cuba In
force and that a new pattern had devel-
oped. * * * From 10 to 12 Soviet ships
unloaded.”

Eeating. “I am reliably informed—when
I say ‘reliably informed,” I mean that has
been checked out from five different sources,
and I am certain I can state it as a fact—
that between the dates of August 4 and
August 15, 10 to 12 Sovlet vessels anchored
at the Marante dock area at Mariel.

2. Finney. “A high cinderblock wall had
been built around the dock area in Mariel
and the unloadings were handled under
heavy security guard.”

EEeaTiNG. “The dock area previously had
been surrounded by the construction of a
high cinderblock wall.”

3. Finney. "From 10 to 12 Soviet ships un-
loaded. They ranged from 6,000 to 10,000
tons burden. A contingent of 1,200 Soviet
troops wearing fatigue uniforms disembarked
from these ships and helped unload them
under strict military discipline.”

KEeaTIiNG. “The Soviet ships unloaded 1,200
troops. Troops is what I mean, not tech-
niclans. They were wearing Soviet fatigue
uniforms.”

4. Finney. “Soviet torpedo boats, suitable
for the support of Central American insur-
rectos, were unloaded August 2 and 3 at
Mariel, Cuba, and are now moored at La-
Base, near Mariel.”

EeaTING. “On August 13, five Soviet tor-
pedo boats unloaded from Soviet ships, and
are now moored at LaBase.”

5. Finney. “A large Soviet convoy—rellably
cbserved August 3 on the Carretera Central,
between LaEsperanze and Jicotea, west of
Santa Clara—contained a number of amphib-
ious vehicles in addition to other military
supplies. * * * This convoy was manned by
Soviet military personnel and unmistakably
military order.”

ErATING. “On August 3, a large convoy of
military vehicles manned by Soviet person-
nel was observed on the highway in Las Vil-
las Province. The convoy moved in military
order and contained the first amphibious
vehicles observed in Cuba; also jeeps, 6 by 6
trucks, and tracked trucks.”

(Nore—LaEsperanze, Jicotea, and Santa
Clara are in Las Villas Provinge.)

The Senator was proud of his speecial
confribution here. He said this:

If the President has no evidence, I'm giv-
ing him the evidence this afternoon.

Four days after that speech which was,
of course, a publicity sensation, the
junior Senator appeared on the “Today”
television show on September 4, 1962.
See how closely his remarks there paral-
leled a front page story that had ap-
peared in the New York Herald Tribune
of just the day before, September 3, 1962,
by Keith Morfett, of the London Daily
Mail. Incidentally, these statements
were made by the Senator as “new in-
formation which will document his con-
tention”:

6. Tribune: “I watched the Russians In
two separate encampments.”

EKeaTing: “Many of them are located in two
camps, just outside of Havana.”

7. Tribune: “Many of the Russians at this
encampment were billeted in what was the
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former boys reformatory at Torrens, about
14 miles from Havana,'

KEeATING: “One group is billeted in a former
boys’ reformatory, 14 miles from Havana.”

8. Tribune: “10 more Soviet vessels are at
this moment Havana-bound on the high
seas.”

Keating: There are 10 ships now on their
way to Cuba, now on the high seas.”

9. Tribune: “From Soviet ports also now
Havana-bound are the East German West-
falen, the Norwegian Tive Lillian, the Greek
cargo ship Parnow, the Italian Airone, the
West German Atlas, and half a dozen ships
flying the Liberian flag.”

KeaTinGg: “One East German, one Norwegi-
an, one Italian, one Greek, one West German,
and four to six ships carrying the Liberian

10. Tribune: “A number of British vessels
are on the way to Russian ports to begin the
long haul to the Caribbean.”

EKEATING: “There are several British ships
08:&. their way from English ports to the Black

11, Tribune: “A continuous ‘armada’ of
cargo ships is now stretched out between
Russia's Black Sea ports and Cuba, carrying
trucks, jeeps, machinery, food, guns, and
ground-to-air missiles.”

KEATING: “These ships that are now on the
high seas, like the ones which have been
landed there, carry trucks, jeeps, some food,
guns, ground-to-air missiles, electronic
equipment, and other material.”

12, Tribune: “The contrast between the El
Cano crowd and the next lot I looked at was
s0 great that it became clear Cuba’s Russians
fall into two distinet categories. The EI
Cano Russians were recruited into ‘labor
battalions’ rather like the British Army’s
Pioneer Corps.”

KeatinGg: “These camps that are located
that house these personnel near Havana are
divided into—there are either two or three—
one of them is a labor battallan. Now those
are the types that we use in our Army."”

13. Tribune: “Hundreds more military
trucks, jeeps, and command vehicles were
lined up five deep for quarter of a mile along
the street called San Pedro on the Havana
waterfront. These vehicles are all marked in
Russian '‘Goriskovsky Avtozavod' and are be-
ing moved quickly to all parts of the island.”

KeaTiNG: “Why they're a quarter of a mile
along San Pedro Street in Havana. There are
Russian military wvehicles, with Russian
markings on them, parked five deep, for a
quarter of a mile, and those are taken all
over the island, as needed.”

Senator KeaTing made another speech
on this same subject in the CoNGREs-
SIONAL RECORD, volume 108, part 17,
page 22957. Oddly enough, the verbal
parallels with another published news-
paper story are remarkable. This time
it was a story by Hal Hendrix which
appeared on the front page of the Miami
News 3 days earlier, on October 7, 1962.
It was this speech, you will recall, which
really established the Senator’'s reputa-
tion as a great intelligence expert. But
notice the parallels with a story already
in print in a newspaper not generally
read in Washington:

14. Hendrix: “Construction has begun in
Communist Cuba on at least a half dozen
launching sites for intermediate range tac-
tical missiles. U.S. intelligence authorities
have advised the White House.”

KEATING: “Mr. President, yesterday I spoke
on the subject of Cuba. At that time I did
not have fully confirmed the matter to which
I shall address myself now. I now have it
fully confirmed. * * * Construction has be-
gun on at least a half dozen launching sites
for intermediate range tactical missiles.”
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15, Hendrix: “Although official U.S. spokes-
men have declined to disclose the intelli-
gence reports, the Miami News has learned
that experts have advised President Een-
nedy that the ground-to-ground missiles can
be operational from inland Cuba within 6
months.”

KeaTinGg: “Intelligence authorities must
have advised the President and top Govern-
ment officials of this fact, and they must now
have been told that ground-to-ground mis-
siles can be operational from the island of
Cuba within 6 months."

16, Hendrix: “From the type of construc-
tion underway it has been determined that
the launching pads will have the capability
of hurling rockets that could penetrate deep-
ly into the United States in one direction
and reach the Panama Canal Zone in the
opposite direction.” :

EEATING: “The fact of the matter is, ac-
cording to my reliable sources, that six
launching sites are under construction—
pads which will have the power to hurl rock~
ets into the American heartland and as far
as the Panama Canal Zone.”

Of course, after that the U-2 plane
came back with its picture on October 14,
and the Cuban crisis was on. But the
junior Senator from New York had tast-
ed the heady wine of mysterious proph-
ecy. He made another speech in the
Senate on January 31, 1963—RECORD,
page 1462—and his information, referred
to as “continuing, absolutely confirmed
and undeniable evidence” almost rocked
the Nation. But, unknown in Washing-
ton, Nat Finney had written another
page 1 story in the Buffalo Evening News
2 days earlier, on January 29. How re-
markably to Mr. Finney's lan-
guage is the Senator’s:

17. Finney: “The second Soviet ship ar-
rival, last Friday.”

EEATING: "“On Friday, January 25, a second
large vessel arrived.”

18. Finney: “Two large Soviet ships have
docked in the island during the past 10 days
and are unloading military cargo. * * *
High security dockage facilities in Cuba are
being used by the ship [the second ship].”

EeaTing: “Under maximum security con-
ditions, it [the second ship] unloaded a
cargo of armaments.”

19, Finney: “This route is not specified by
intelligence sources, but it is described as a
‘high-security route’ that can be followed
with the least exposure of secret cargo to
free world espionage.”

KraTiNG: “The route followed by these two
ships is generally termed a ‘maximum se.
curity route,’ a passage traveled by the So-
viets through areas where the United States
is least able to maintain adequate surveil-
lance of ships’ contents.”

20. Finney: “The route followed by this
ghip in reaching Cuba is the same that was
used by Soviet ships that carried the first
medium-range ballistic missiles brought to
the island during the final weeks of SBeptem-
ber 1962."

EeaTing: “It [the route] is also, ominously
enough, the identical route followed last
summer by the first of the Soviet vessels car-
rying medium-range, ground-to-ground mis-
siles into Cuba."

21. Finney: “The event of this ship's ar-
rival has been made more ominous by the
fact that Soviet forces on the island have
been observed doing routine maintenance
work on the MRBM sites from which the So-
viets removed their missiles while close U.S.
aerial surveillance of the island continued.”

KeaTinG: “There is continuing, absolutely
confirmed and undeniable evidence that the
Soviets are maintaining and guarding the
medium-range sites they had previously con-
structed In Cuba. There has been no Soviet
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move to dismantle these concrete sites or
withdraw the launching bases.”

And so it rather looks as though Nat
Finney of the Buffalo Evening News is
the “friendly newsman, who works for
an Eastern newspaper not generally read
in Washington” to whom Messrs. Evans
and Novak referred. In fact a eolumn
by Kenneth Crawford in the February 18,
1963 issue of Newsweek, almost 5 months
before the Evans and Novak column ap-
peared, says this:

Just where KeaTing got his information is
still his secret. However, it is a fact that
a series of dispatches by Nat Finney, Wash-
ington correspondent for the Buffalo Even-
ing News, closely paralleled and anticipated
Keaming's early pronouncements, which is
suggestive of his source.

In any event, the Keating speeches
certainly bore an amazing similarity to
the page one news stories already in print
before he spoke. Such deadly parallels
in so many instances would be virtually
impossible for any fairminded observer
to dismiss as mere coincidence. Indeed
they do amount to solid proof of the
earlier Evans and Novak charges.

Finally, we have the claim by the Sen-
ator that, whatever his sources might
have been, all his information had been
confirmed by official Government sources.
This claim to official Government con-
firmation for his newspaper cribbing is
of course absurd. The plain fact is that
all of the Senator's major alleged inside
private intelligence about Cuba has now
been refuted by all the solid evidence
available, including the unanimous
report of the Senate Preparedness Sub-
committee, which the junior Senator
from New York has tried to suggest
really supports his charges.

The Senator really made three sensa-
tional charges. The first, on October 10,
was that the Russians had long-range
missiles in Cuba.

However, the Senate Preparedness Sub-
committee report on Cuban intelligence,
unanimously approved on May 9, 1963,
says flatly on page T:

None of these reports [of long-range mis-
siles in Cuba] were confirmed prior to Oc-
tober 14, 1962.

So the Senator obviously cannot have
had the substance of his October 10
speech confirmed by the Government.

The second sensational charge was the
one made on January 31, 1963, and de-
scribed as “absolutely confirmed and un-
deniable evidence,” to the effect that the
concrete Cuban long-range missile sites
had not been dismantled and were still
being maintained. This charge was com-
pletely refuted on nationwide television
by Secretary McNamara on February 6,
1963, and was not even considered
worthy of examination by the Senate
subcommittee. Obviously, it, too, was
never confirmed by official Government
sources, and once again the Senator is
Wrong.

Third is the charge made on April 18,
1963, before the American Society of
Newspaper Editors:

Several thousand more |Russians] have
arrived [in Cuba] * * * there is no reliable
evidence whatsoever of a decline in Soviet
military strength or capability since those
first withdrawals in November,
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However, once again, the unanimous
Senate subcommittee report, states on
page 3:

A net of 4,000 to 5,000 additional have
been withdrawn since the first of the year,
our intelligence people say.

They make no reference to any sub-
stantial Russian troops going back into
Cuba, certainly not by the “thousands.”
So once again, the Senator obviously
could not have had his information con-
firmed by official Government sources
when, as the Senate report shows, it is
S0 wrong.

Mr. Speaker, I believe the people of
America are entitled either to an apology
or to an explanation. How long must
we wait?

THE IMMIGRATION LAWS

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to revise and
extend my remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, the
President of the United States has ur-
gently called upon the Congress to im-
plement long overdue and sorely needed
changes in our immigration laws.

Five years ago the then Senator Ken-
nedy wrote a pamphlet entitled “A Na-
tion of Immigrants,” pointing out at that
time that the post-World War I immi-
gration law was discriminatory because
of its national origins quota system,
whose only test was whether or not an
immigrant was born in the right place.
Now as President he has offered legisla-
tion, whose most important proposal is
the gradual elimination of the “national
origins” system for selecting immigrants.

It seems almost inconceivable to me
that our present annual quotas are based
not upon the national origins of our
population of 1950 or even 1960, which I
might add, is an odious concept at any
time for determining who should come
to the United States, but upon the na-
tional origins of our population in 1920.

Because of the composition of the pop-
ulation at that time, favor was given to
immigrants from northern Europe while
limiting immigration from southern and
eastern Europe and from other parts of
the world. Forty-three years later we
are still following a system of immigra-
tion based on a 1920 census. Why this
should be at a time in world history
when it is so incumbent upon us to bhe
an example to the world of a nation
which is doing its best to be fair, equi-
table, and nondiscriminatory, continues
to elude me.

And as far as I can see, it eludes many
many thousands of other Americans too,
not least among them our own esteemed
President, who has clearly stated in his
message to Congress:

The use of a national origins system is
without basls in either loglc or reason. It
neither satisfles a national need nor accom-
plishes an international purpose. In an age
of interdependence among natlons such a
system 1s an anachronism, for it discrimi-
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nates among applicants for admission in the
United States on the basls of accident of
birth.

I could not agree more completely.

Mr. Speaker, today, in another area of
great concern to us, among the Members
of Congress and the people across the
Nation, are many of us who are attempt-
ing to correct the intolerable and long-
standing conditions of discrimination
against the Negro in this country.
Through the introduction of strong civil
rights legislation, including equal em-
ployment opportunities legislation, we
are attempting to put an end to a
deplorable situation that has racked
many a conscience and kind heart, and
which on a very practical political level,
has always lowered the prestige of the
United States in the eyes of the rest of
the world.

Now, I say, it is time to put an end
to another deplorable and discrimina-
tory situation, that of inequitable and
outmoded immigration procedures. Be-
cause we have been basing our immigra~-
tion on this 1920 census, we find our-
selves denying admission to this country
of so many persons, especially of Greek,
Italian, Polish and Asian origin. These
nations for many years have had way
oversubscribed quotas and backlogs up
to 100,000 persons trying to gain
entrance to the United States.

Mr. Speaker, there are those among us
who might fear that the passage of these
new immigration laws would result in an
indiscriminate flood of immigrants to
this country. This is not so. All it
would mean is that we would probably
fill our present quota of around 157,000
with the addition of a possible few
thousand more, and that we would be in
a position to allow persons from the
countries I have mentioned as well as
others, to make use of the unused guota
allotments by such countries, for ex-
ample, as Britain and Ireland, who for
years have not filled their immigration
quotas.

To me, this is the very least we can
do to fulfill our promise of long ago and
to justify to ourselves and to the rest of
the world the eloquent message of wel-
come and hope, written on the base of
the Statue of Liberty, which greets so
many of those who come to America for
the first time.

In offering others an opportunity to
live in America we are also offering
many of our own American citizens the
chance to be reunited with many of their
relatives of other countries, from whom
they have long been separated.

With the passage of new immigration
laws, we could end the kind of situation
in which an American citizen of Greek
origin must wait a year and a half to be
reunited with his mother and father, or
his brothers and sisters, or as happened
in my own congressional district, an
American citizen of Turkish origin faces
an indefinite waiting period to have her
sister join her in the United States.

‘We have another reason for opening
our gates a little wider, a reason that has
long been part of the American tradi-
tion. This great country was built, as
we all know, by immigrants and is to-
day the country of their children and
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their children’s children, whether their
parents originally came in the 18th cen-
tury or the 20th century. We are a
melting pot of many people from many
lands. What is it we have to fear by
adding a little more fresh variety to the
melting pot?

My esteemed colleague, the gentle-
man from New York, the Honorable
EmMANUEL CELLER, who as the longstand-
ing chairman of the Judiciary Commit-
tee has had years and years of experi-
ence with the immigration problem has
expressed his views in no uncertain
terms in a report he recently released
to the American people, and I quote:

The system of national origins has, over
the years shown itself to be completely un-
workable and unrealistic.

For humanitarian reasons, for emergency
purposes, and under pressure of world
events, there has been, through a varlety of
acts of Congress, superimposed upon that
principle, a structure of special laws, special
exceptions, special private laws, and a con-
trived technigue of seeking and finding loop-
holes in the law until the law itself has
become a maze of contradictions. It is my
considered opinion that the President's bill
offers a broad and firm basis for a long over-
due revision of our policies and practices in
this most important area of domestic and
foreign human relations.

I am in complete accord with the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. CELLER],
and I would like to strongly urge my
colleagues to join with me in supporting
with as little delay as possible this new
and far-reaching immigration proposal
of the President’s, introduced by the
gentleman from New York [Mr, CELLER],
as H.R. 7T700. I have today introduced
a similar bill to indicate my full support
of the bill of the gentleman from New
York [Mr. CELLER].

REPORT ON ILO CONVENTION

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I
take this time merely to say that on
Monday next, under my unanimous con-
sent request, I intend to make a report
to the House on the ILO Convention
which I had the honor of attending,
:fpresentmg the House of Representa-

ves.

NORTHEAST AIRLINES

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Hampshire [Mr. CLEVELAND]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the REecorp and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. . Mr. Speaker, twice
before this week, I called the attention
of my colleagues to the recent 3-to-2
CAB decision which has decapitated
Northeast Airlines by taking away its
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New York-Miami run. I have pointed
out, during the course of my remarks,
the shocking fact that the decision will
reduce competition by Government edict
and graciously offers to the bleeding
corpse a tranquilizing but unnecessary
Government, subsidy. This is waste at its
worse. It has always been my under-
standing regulatory agencies are meant
to control competition but not to oblit-
erate it.

As the decision is scrutinized further,
Mr. Speaker, its enormity becomes more
apparent. This decision is based upon a
finding that there is no present need for
a third carrier in the New York-Florida
run. As I pointed out yesterday, there
are at least two comparable routes that
support four airlines and twelve that sup-
port three. Removing Northeast will
leave this important, and one of the most
heavily traveled routes, in the possession
of just two airlines, Eastern and Na-
tional.

Northeast in a period of 7 years in-
creased its share of the market to 60 per-
cent in competition with Eastern and
National, at the same time carrying the
burden of the profitless New England
hauls. If there are only going to be two
airlines on this run, why is the most suc-
cessful the one to be kicked out? Why
not take Eastern or National out of the
picture? There is an aroma prevading
this decision that is cause for concern.

Of the three airlines handling the east
coast passenger service, Northeast car-
ried 60.2 percent of the Boston-Miami
traffic—35,544 passengers—in the first
quarter of 1963 and over half of this
business in 1962. It also carried a ma-
jority—61.9 percent—of the passengers
flying from Boston to Philadelphia and
52.4 percent of the Boston-to-Washing-
ton trade.

Compare this, Mr. Speaker, to the
number of passengers served on those
runs by one of the two airlines which the
CAB considers more capable of compet-
ing—National Airlines. Only 47 round-
trip passengers have been carried from
Boston to Miami by that company in
1963—one-tenth of 1 percent of the total.
National ecarried only 1 percent of the
passengers between Boston and Phila-
delphia. Yet the CAB questions whether
Northeast can compete with its rivals,

In April a CAB examiner recom-
mended that Northeast be denied the
Florida franchise, stating that the
Hughes Tool Co., which had controlling
interest in the airline, was not interested
enough. Mr. Speaker, I do not know
how much the CAB considers enough,
but the Hughes Tool Co. has pus $31,400,-
000 into rehabilitating the finances of
Northeast Airlines. On the very day that
the CAB dealt the deathblow to North-
east, it approved another $1 million loan
from Hughes. The two members of the
CAB who deiivered the dissenting opin-
ion pointed out that the Hughes invest-
ments more than proves their interest
and ability.

Mr. Speaker, if the route’s two major
airlines cannot compete successfully with
Northeast in the market, why should the
company which has just won its struggle
to overcome acute financial difficulties,
caused in part by the weight of the New
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England short-haul runs, be grounded?
For a regulatory agency to thus penalize
success is as unfair as it is unwise. East-
ern and National of course are delighted
as I pointed out yesterday. Laughing
heirs always are.

Mr. Speaker, as T mentioned yesterday,
a CAB examiner recently turned down
the proposed merger betwen Eastern and
American. At that time, it was suggested
that this type of merger would reduce
competition. CAB now takes away a
route suggesting that leaving it with
Northeast has created too much competi-
tion. This flagrant inconsistency is ap-
palling; there must be more to this than
meets the eye. I think the decision and
its effect on New England and healthy
competition should be most carefully ex-
amined by the appropriate committees of
this House and by the Department of
Justice.

THE PEACE-LOVING REDS

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. ALcEr] may extend his
remarks at this point in the REcorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. ALGER. Mr, Speaker, I ask my
colleagues to pause in the midst of the
administration-sponsored victory dance
because of the test-ban treaty with the
Soviet Union, to consider what the peace-
loving Reds are still doing to wreck our
country. President Kennedy and Averell
Harriman seem to be readying us for the
nonaggression pact Mr. Khrushchev is
so anxious to get as his next step in dis-
arming and weakening the United States
for the final Communist takeover, but
they have either forgotten or simply will
not admit the Communist subversion and
agitation constantly going on in America
as part of the Communist conspiracy
directed from Moscow.

Two articles from the August 3 issue
of Human Events, serve to remind us the
Reds have changed neither their color
nor their program to destroy us. The
first, “Reds Want Negro Unrest,” by
Holmes Alexander, should serve to re-
mind us that, in spite of denials by the
Attorney General, Bobby Kennedy, the
Communists have a stake in creating
racial tensions here and it will be a grave
mistake to underestimate what Red
agents may do on August 28 when the
Negro march on Washington may easily
be turned into a tragedy of death and
destruction.

The second article, by Fulton Lewis,
Jr., outlines the Communist program to
seize the minds of American youth as
“Red Recruiters Concentrate on Youth.”

The articles follow:

REDS WANT NEGRO UNREST
(By Holmes Alexander)

On January 16, 1958, when Director J. Edgar
Hoover was asking a House Appmprmuons
Subcommittee for funds to run the FBI
during the next fiscal year, he sald:

“The Negro situation is also being ex-
ploited fully and continuously by Commu-
nists on a national scale. Current programs
include intensified attempts to infiltrate Ne-
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gro mass organizations., The party's objec-
tives are not to ald the Negroes—but are
designed to take advantage of all controver-
slal issues on the race question so as to cre-
ate unrest, dissension, and confusion in the
minds of the American people.”

Mass demonstrations by Negroes In the
North and South, to be culminated with a
huge march on Washington next month, were
not in the news, as they are now, when Di-
rector Hoover gave this dispassionate, suc-
cinet, and informed statement of Communist
intentions. Last week southern Governors
Barnett, of Mississippl, and Wallace, of Ala-
bama, flapped the Red flag In words much
like Hoover’s. But the Barnett-Wallace testi-
mony before the Commerce Committee’s civ-
il rights hearings was too self-interested to
be effective.

Another Red object—the Red herring of
MecCarthylsm—came scurrying into the cau-
cus room where McCarthy once performed.
The subject of Communist complicity soon
got lost amid pious horror of “smearing” the
Negro race and its leaders. Somebody sug-
gested that J, Edgar Hoover be summoned
as a star witness on the subject, but Chair-
man WarrReN MaeNUsoN, Democrat, of Wash-
ington, was against it.

Fortunately, it is hardly necessary to call
Hoover. A little page leafing through House
appropriations hearings show that the FBI
Director has several times asked Congress
for money for the very purpose of investi-
gating Communist incitation of the Negroes.
On March 3, 1961:

“The sit-in demonstrations in the South
were a made-to-order issue which the party
fully exploited to further its ends.”

By now the Director was giving names,
places and dates. He mentioned James E.
Jackson and Joseph North, “national Com-
munist Party functionaries,” who came
around for the demonstrations at Richmond,
Va.,, in February 1960. He quoted the
Negro Communist, Ben Davis, “the party's
national secretary,” as stating in March
1960 that Negro demonstrations are the next
best thing to “proletarian revolution.”

Again, on January 24, 1962:

“Since its inception the Communist Party,
U.8.A., has been alert to capitalize on every
posasible issue or event which could be used
to exploit the American Negro in furtherance
of party aims. In its efforts to influence the
American Negro, the party attempts to in-
filtrate the legitimate Negro organizations
for the purpose of stirring up racial prejudice
and hatred. In this way, the party strikes
a blow at our democratic form of govern-
ment by attempting to influence public
opinion throughout the world against the
United States.”

et

RED RECRUITERS CONCENTRATE ON YOUTH
(By Fulton Lewis, Jr.)

Under consideration in ruling circles of
the Communist Party, U.S.A, is a proposal
that party membership be extended to
youngsters under 18 years of age.

It is only one plank in a proposed program
designed to pump new blood into the party,
according to J. Edgar Hoover, Director of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation.

“The party's aggressiveness in the youth
area ls so great,” Hoover recently told Con-
gressmen, “that it is now considering for
membership individuals who meet only some
of the qualifications heretofore required.”

Prior exposure to Marxist-Leninist teach-
ings, for instance, is no longer required. All
that is needed is an “interest” in the party.

Communist speakers have fanned out
across the country, addressing youth groups
and student claques in an attempt to recruit
new members and to make communism
“respectable.”

There have been few efforts to combat the
massive invasion of U.8, schools by Com-
munist orators., Only in Ohio has the State
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legislature acted to ban Communist speak-
ers from State-supported schools. Such &
bill was signed by Gov. James Rhodes 2 weeks
ago.

G-man Hoover insists the Communist
danger has not ebbed. He quotes party boss
Gus Hall to the effect that 10,000 Americans
are official members of the Communist Party
while another 100,000 are “state-of-mind”
members described as persons sympathetic
to the party line and objectives. He says:

“The Communist Party, U.8.A., wields an
influence and constitutes a security danger
far out of proportion to its membership, It
is organized to penetrate with its ideas and
tactics almost every segment of our society.
The party need not be nor does it want to
be a large mass organization. It prefers to
remain small, developing mass strength
through front organizations it controls and
directs in its own interest.”

Under Hoover's direction, the FBI now has
under investigation some 1656 known or sus-
pected Communist-front or Communist-
infiltrated organizations.

Some of these groups are Communist-
created. In many instances, however, the
party urges its members to join and infiltrate
legitimate nonsubversive organizations and
gain control.

Communists infiltrated the New York
branch of the Committee for a Sane Nuclear
Policy, gaining considerable influence before
they were exposed by a Senate subcommittee.
The national organization then purged the
New York chapter of all known Reds.

Communist Party members have joined
Women Strike for Peace in droves, They
have tried to infiltrate organizations working
for civil rights, such as the NAACP and
Southern Christian Leadership Conference.

ADMINISTRATION TURNS PLANNED
SURPLUS INTO LARGE DEFICIT

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. CurTis] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the genfleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr., CURTIS., Mr, Speaker, July 17
President Kennedy announced that the
final figures for the fiscal year ending
June 30 showed an administrative budget
deficit of $6.2 billion—or $2.6 billion less
than estimated in January 1963. The
administration cited increased sales of
Government-owned financial assets, ex-
penditure reductions, and increased Fed-
eral tax collections as the three primary
reasons for reduction in the size of the
deficit.

However, neither the Presidential
statement nor the joint statement issued
by Treasury Secretary Dillon and Budget
Director Gordon the next day, made any
mention of the original fiscal 1963 budget
estimate made in January 1962. It
should be recalled that at that time the
administration predicted a 1963 budget
surplus of $463 million. Contrasting the
final results to the original estimates
casts an entirely different light on the
administration’s fiscal performance over
the past year.

I have had a table prepared comparing
the original budget estimates with the
final figures for fiscal 1963. I ask unani-
mous consent that this table be included
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in the Recorp at the conclusion of my
remarks. The table shows that despite
the administration’s claim to have made
“widespread” expenditure reductions,
spending actually increased $53 million
over the original estimate.

The major increases were in the Agri-
culture Department, which spent $1 bil-
lion more than originally estimated.
Post Office expenditures increased by
nearly a half a billion dollars. Interest
on the public debt was $9.8 billion, $600
million more than estimated in January
1962.

It is interesting to note that military
and space expenditures, which the ad-
ministration generally cites as the pri-
mary reason for higher overall spending
totals, were actually lower than orig-
inally estimated. This means that do-
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mestic spending—principally for agri-
culture—increased sharply over the year.

Also, the President’s report emphasized
increased tax collections. Although the
amount of revenue collected during the
second half of the year is in excess of
January 1963 expectations, we should
note that receipts for the entire year
were $6.6 billion below the January 1962
estimate.

Mr. Speaker, the original January 1962
budget figures should be borne in mind
when evaluating the administration’s
budgetary performance during the past
year. On this basis, the administration
turned a predicted surplus of half a bil-
lion dollars into a $6.2 billion deficit, and
this would have been worse except for
large sales of Government-owned finan-
cial assets.

Administrative budget, fiscal 1963, original January 1962 estimate compared with actual

expenditures
[In millions]
Actual as
Original Actual ed from
estimate [ 1
estimate
Receipts:
Individual i X, .. 2add S $40, 300 $47, 506 —$1, 704
Jor tion i tax B 26, 600 21, 567 — b5, 033
Excise taxes. i 9, 956 9,014 —42
Miscellaneous ipt 4,192 4,423 231
All other receipts._ 3,646 3,371 —274
Subtotal 52 W% Ly 03, 603 870 —6,823
Deduct interfund tr L 4 603 513 —180
Net receipts. .. e i i 93, 000 86, 357 —6, 643
Expenditures by major agencies:
Military and space agencies:
Department of Defense, military_ ... .ol 40, 700 49 —1,451
Fore Isnasalstlmm mi]itwy o 1, 400 1,711 +311
Atomic Energy 2, 880 2,768 —122
National Aemnautim T e e e R e e e 2,400 2, 552 -+152
Total, military and SPAS. .o onocnccmrsasnncaannmsanneeanmmn 56, 880 55, 270 —1,110
Civilian agéncies (selected):
Agrlw.ltum o i 6, 700 7,763 +1, 0564
Commer 1 815 G6T —148
Health Edueatlon and Welfare_ S 5,183 4,904 —279
Lal 386 253 —133
Poat Office. AL, 261 756 404
Treasury . .....c_--- 10, 431 11,024 -+503
Housing and Home Fi Agency. 1,383 400 —083
Veterans' Administration._....._. e 5,285 5,173 -112
Total, all . e 92, 637 92, 590 +53

WHAT IS WRONG WITH THE AREA
REDEVELOPMENT PROGRAM?

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. WIpNALL] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, I have
long been an advocate for legislation de-
signed fo aid the truly depressed areas
with problems of chronic unemployment.
1 offered bills during the Eisenhower ad-
ministration and sponsored the substi-
tute bill when the Area Redevelopment
Agency was created in 1961. The mem-
bers of the minority in both the House
Banking and Currency Committee and
on the floor of this Chamber has consist-
ently stated that the present depressed
areas program does not accomplish and

cannot accomplish its alleged goal. For
this reason, I want to call the attention
of my colleagues to a very pertinent edi-
torial in today’s Washington Post.

In tracing the unfortunate dilution of
a good idea by political maneuvers, the
Post observes:

First, the scope of the program was diluted
by including under it a large number of

rural counties, whose problems are essential-
1y different.

Mr. Speaker, this has since been recog-
nized implicitly by the new rural de-
velopment program by the Department of
Agriculture. The Post continues:

Next, the standards of admission were low-
ered, so that areas not clearly in distress got
into the program. About 1,000 counties, one-
third of the United States, with 36 million
people, are now classed as in need of re-
development. Of the total funds 60 percent
are being assigned to rural counties.

This is the aid to underemployed areas
part of the present law which would
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have been eliminated under my alterna-
tive bill in 1961. According to the Post:

As a result, the program has been so di-
luted that no real impact can be made on
the areas that need it most.

- I am happy to see the press taking a
look at the facts, and I am sure that any
Member of this body doing the same can
only come to a similar conclusion.

We have also heard a great deal, in
testimony before the House Banking and
Currency Committee on two separate
occasions and also on the floor of the
House, that the Area Redevolopment Ad-
ministration is sorely in need of funds.
The reason for this is, as the Post also
points out, the inclusion of two times the
number of appropriate areas under the
loosely worded and even more loosely
administered Area Redevelopment Act.

Unfortunately, we have not heard the
last of the efforts to deposit the taxpay-
ers’ money down a mohole built by bad
legislation, bureaucratic incompetence
and political favoritism. Another at-
tempt will be made in the near future.
No doubt the proponents of the measure
will tell this body, which has already
voted the bill down once this year, that
this is a new bill with amendments made
to correct past errors. Glossed over will
be the fact that the Senate version has
even more errors than before which will
be carried to a conference no matter
what is done in the House. In point of
fact, however, the Washington Post edi-
torial makes no delineation between the
two bills, The basic fallacies are still
there, and will remain there until the
present politically motivated approach
to solving our Nation’s depressed areas
problem is junked and replaced with a
bipartisan effort to find a reasonable and
workable solution.

The Washington Post editorial of Au-
gust 1, 1963, follows:

[From the Washington Post, Aug. 1, 1963]
AREA REDEVELOPMENT

The House Banking and Currency Commit-
tee has approved with cuts of some magni-
tude the area redevelopment bill. An earlier
version failed to pass the House by a margin
of five votes earlier in the session, but a
similar measure has been passed by the Sen-
ate. Unfortunately, the fate of this bill,
which has been sadly diluted in the logroll-
ing process, appears to hinge upon the pas-
sage of a thoroughly reprehensible cotton
subsidy measure.

The purpose of the area redevelopment
program is to reduce pockets of unemploy-
ment that have come into being because in-
dustries have declined, or moved away, or
automated severely. It is to help the “struc-
turally” unemployed, who might not find
jobs even if the economy should begin to
boom. This is an attractive idea, and one
would have little dificulty recommending
the bill if the program had stuck to its
original concept. But what has happened?

Pirst, the scope of the program was di-
luted by including under it a large number
of rural counties, whose problems are essen-
tially different. This was done to get the
southern vote behind it. Next, the stand-
ards of admission were lowered, so that areas
not clearly in distress got into the program.
About 1,000 counties, one-third of the United
States, with 36 million people, are now
classed as in need of redevelopment. Of the
total funds, 60 percent are being assigned
to rural counties. As a result, the program
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has been so diluted that no real impact can
be made on the areas that need it most. As
a further result, the ARA in 2 years has run
through its original appropriation of $375
million, which should have carried it for 4
years. That is why it is now coming In for
an added $456 million.

This is a classical case of logrolling, in
which congressional acceptance of a modest
amount of high priority expenditures has
had to be purchased with a larger amount
of low priority items. The process has
reached the point where the low priority
purposes have substantially diluted those
of high priority, but it is not yet at an end.
It is now reported that the passage of the
bill through the House is to be linked in-
formally with the cotton bill. The southern
votes needed for the area redevelopment bill
are to be obtalned by a promise of northern
votes for the bill dear to southern interests.
The cotton bill is undesirable on several
counts, its principal features being a subsidy
to cotton mills of 26 percent of the cost of
cotton, plus a further subsidy of 10 percent
to keep the smallest and least efficient pro-
ducers of cotton in operation.

The passage of the thoroughly objection-
able cotton bill certainly would be too high
& price to pay for an ARA bill that has al-
ready been freighted with damaging de-
partures from the initial purpose.

ARA AND THE POTATO BUSINESS

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. LANGEN] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include exftraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Speaker, it occurs
to me that the Area Redevelopment Ad-
ministration could put some areas of my
home State of Minnesota out of business
if its present policy is not reversed.

Earlier this year I called your atten-
tion to an ARA effort, with the help of
the Department of Agriculture, to raise
sugarbeets in Cayuga County, N.Y., in
direct competition with established
growing areas such as our own Red River
Valley of the North. Now we find
ARA considering the possibility of setting
up a potato processing plant in one sec-
tion of Minnesota to compete with
processing plants in the very same
State—plants that are presently operat-
ing well below capacity and are in serious
trouble financially.

There are similarities between this
potato proposal and the sugarbeet fiasco.
The Area Redevelopment Administration
and the Agriculture Department want to
grow beets in a New York county where
they do not even know if beets can be
raised profitably—and ARA is now con-
sidering processing potatoes in Grasston,
Minn., located in an area where there
is some doubt as to a sufficient supply of
potatoes.

The cost of the project was listed at
$2,270,000, with ARA furnishing $1,378,-
000 of the total.

For every job created by ARA projects
such as these, a job would be eliminated
in the Red River Valley area of Minne-
sota and North Dakota, where similar
industries are already overexpanded.
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The proposed plant at Grasston has
created so much dissension that even the
Democrats are criticizing it. The Demo-
crats in Polk County, Minn., for instance,
passed a resolution to protest any Fed-
eral aid for the plant.

The people of the Grasston area are
to be praised for wanting to improve
their economy. But I am sure that in-
dustries can be found that will not com-
pete with existing industries already in
trouble. ¥You just cannot rob Peter to
pay Paul, which is exactly what the
Area Redevelopment Administration has
attempted to do up to this point. We
need a reevaluation of the whole ARA
program so that taxpayer money will be
used to help our people instead of hurt
them.

COMMEMORATION OF THE 150TH
ANNIVERSARY OF THE BATTLE OF
FORT STEPHENSON

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. MosHER] may extend
his remarks at this point in the ReEcorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. MOSHER. Mr. Speaker, on this
Saturday, August 3, 1963, the citizens of
Fremont and Sandusky County, Ohio,
will conclude 10 great days of celebra-
tion in commemoration of the 150th an-
niversary of the Battle of Fort Stephen-
son.
The four-county area I have the honor
of representing in the U.S. Congress is
very rich in history, but of all the note-
worthy historical facts of which my dis-
trict can boast, none is more significant
than the Battle of Fort Stephenson.

In fact, of all the battles fought dur-
ing the War of 1812, this battle, was per-
haps the most significant.

I make such a statement, not because
I lack appreciation for the many other
important events of that war, but be-
cause the Battle of Fort Stephen was
the first, really decisive victory for our
young Republic in those desperate days.
Had it not been for those 160 stubborn
Americans, the ingenious and coura-
geous planning of their 21-year-old
leader, George Croghan, not to mention
the skillful use of the now famous little
“six-pounder” cannon, “Old Betsy,” the
course of our United States could have
been vastly altered.

That famous victory at Fort Stephen-
son was truly the turning point of the
war. It freed a young America from the
longtime harassment of British and
Indian forces in the Northwest Territory.
It was the first real sign of ultimate
victory. No longer were the Americans
at a psychological disadvantage.

Mr. Speaker, it was a great moment
in American history.

Briefly, the actual course of that bat-
tle deserves review here. Fort Stephen-
son was a l-acre fort, built in 1812 at
Lower Sandusky, now known as Fre-
mont, Ohio. It had three blockhouses,
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a stockade 14 to 16 feet in height, and
was protected by a deep ditch. Its main
function was to serve as a supply depot
and communications post for the other
U.8. forts in the territory.

George Croghan, who commanded the
fort, had little previous military ex-
perience. Born in Kentucky, the young
major came from fighting stock of Irish
ancestory. His father had fought in the
Revolutionary War, and he was the
nephew of Gen. George Rogers Clarke.

The American forces in the Northwest
were headed by William Henry Harrison,
hero of the Battle of Tippecanoe and
later President of the United States.
When Harrison received word that the
British were moving on Fort Stephen-
son, he ordered Croghan to abandon and
burn the fort.

Despite this
replied:

We are determined to hold this place, and
by heavens, we can.

As Croghan expected, British troops,
500 in number, and gunboats, part of
Commodore Barclay's fleet, were soon
moving up the Sandusky River, which
the fort overlooked. British General
Henry “the Barber” Procter’s ultimatum
was that unless Croghan surrendered
the small fort, a massacre from his rest-
less Indian allies was imminent.

Croghan felt that this was another one
of Procter’s scare techniques, and boldly
replied that the Indians would find no
one to slay when the fort fell because
every man had sworn to die before sur-
render.

The young major didn't really have
much to carry out his bluff, just one
cannon, “Old Betsy,” a small supply of
ammunition, and a group of fellow
Kentucky “sharpshooters.” The Ameri-
cans used their ammunition sparingly,
and Old Betsy was moved from one side
of the fort to the other, in an effort
to convince Procter that they had more
than one cannon.

Impatient and frustrated with their in-
ability to hit the fort with their can-
nons, the British advanced under a haze
of gunsmoke, and concentrated their fire
on the northwest corner of the fort. An-
ticipating such an attack, Croghan had
the little “six pounder” camouflaged
and tightly packed with grapeshot, 12
pounds of lead slugs, and scraps of
metal.

When the British forces came within
30 feet, Croghan’s men fired with such
unison and accuracy that the enemy
became confused, panicked, and headed
for the ditch surrounding Fort Stephen-
son. Little did Procter’s forces realize
that “Old Betsy's” muzzle was pointed
directly at the ditch.

Before the British had a chance to
get reorganized, Old Betsy's brazen voice
ripped through the atmosphere. She
sent a flery blast of her death-dealing
contents into the close-packed mass of
enemy. This was followed by yet an-
other blast.

The British and the Indians retreated
in such a hurry that they left behind 150
dead and wounded, a gunboat, much
ammunition and many weapons. One
American was killed and seven wound-

command, Croghan
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ed, despite being outnumbered almost
10to 1.

Once word of Croghan's victory
reached the outside world, praise for the
gallant 21-year-old soldier and his fight-
ers poured in, including congratulations
from the President and the Congress of
the United States. Croghan was imme-
diately brevetted lieutenant colonel by
President James Monroe. Years later,
on January 27, 1835, the House of Rep-
resentatives passed a joint resolution
asking the President to present a gold
medal to Croghan for his brilliant de-
fense and gallantry at Fort Stephenson.

Austere, but glowing with well-earned
dignity, Old Betsy has remained in Fre-
mont, Ohio, on the site of the battlefield
that made her famous, now the grounds
of the Birchard Public Library. In 1906,
the Sandusky County chapter of the
Daughters of the American Revolution
had the body of George Croghan trans-
ferred from a grave in Kentucky and
placed near the little cannon.

Side by side, the two remain as silent
reminders fo one of the most significant
battles of the War of 1812.

Hundreds of tourists are attracted to
the location yearly, as well as to Fre-
mont’s other famous landmark, the
library and museum, home and burial
place of U.S. President Rutherford B.
Hayes.

Mr. Speaker, in these days when the
tensions of the cold war are paramount
in the minds of all of us, and when the
mood of the country often seems so
chaotic, the commemoration of an heroic
event in our Nation's past, such as the
Batfle of Fort Stephenson, serves as an
important and valuable reminder of the
courage and determination with which
earlier generations of Americans met
their own great crises. They worked
tirelessly and heroically in defense of
our Republic and of the freedoms we are
privileged to enjoy today, and so must
we.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorb.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, the
Select Subcommittee on Real Property
Acquisition of the House Public Works
Committee, of which I am a member,
conducted official public hearings and
sessions on Monday, Tuesday, and
Wednesday of this week in Knoxville,
Tenn. In carrying out my official duties
as a member of this subcommittee I was
not present when the House voted on
the conference report on H.R. 3872, the
Export-Import Bank Act extension, and
House Resolution 453, which provided
for the consideration of, and waiving
points of order against, the conference
report on H.R. 5207, the Foreign Serv-
ice Buildings-Philippine War Damage
Claims Act.

Had I been present during these votes
I would have voted “aye” in support of
the motion of the chairman of the House
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Committee on Banking and Currency to
sustain the position of the House con-
ferees opposing the back-door spending
provision inserted by the other body in
the bill, H.R. 3872, the Export-Import
Bank Act extension.

On House Resolution 453, I would have
voted “no” which would be consistent
with my previous votes in the House op-
posing the authorizing or appropriating
of funds for Philippine war damage pay-
ments.

THE COURT DECISION

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. AvEry] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Speaker, under
unanimous consent, I include in the
body of the Recorp an editorial which
appeared in the Baptist Digest on July 6,
supporting the recent Supreme Court de-
cision on Bible reading and prayer in the
public schools.

Although I am not in complete agree-
ment with the views reflected in this edi-
torial, I do recognize it as being very
well written and it will be of interest to
many persons who read the editorial,
even though it is not in total conformity
with their views.

This editorial was brought to my at-
tention by C. Emanuel Carlson, executive
director of the Baptist Joint Committee
on Public Affairs,
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“We can’'t pray in school any more,” the
junior boy solemnly told his training union
fellows. 3

His statement, which is only half-true,
points up the fact that we Baptists have a
lot of educating to do—educating ourselves
and our children,

First, we need to study carefully the recent
Supreme Court decislon regarding required
Bible reading and prayer in the public
schools. We need to be sure we know what
it says, and what it does not say. In this
issue of the digest, there is an article which
answers many questions about the decision.
It is the dynamic sermon which Wayne De-
honey preached to his congregation in First
Baptist Church of Jackson, Tenn., immedi-
ately after the Supreme Court decision was
announced. Dehoney, who is the president
of the SBC Pastors Conference, is respected
throughout the convention. We suggest that
you read the article carefully. Don't let
newspaper headlines convince you that the
Court has ruled God out of the public
schools.

Second, we need to know ourselves as
Baptists, and to search our hearts to be sure
we are being honest. We are a people who
demand religious freedom for ourselves and
for others. Can we honestly insist that our
schools, supported by public taxes, and at-
tended by children from homes of all faiths,
do the work of the church and the home by
having Christian devotions? *“But Bible
reading and prayer aren't sectarian,” many
people cry. To the Moslem, Buddhist, atheist
and agnostic they are. And these people,
whether we like it or not, are a part of our
Nation, paying school taxes and sending their
children to public schools.

In arguing these cases, there has been the
claim that Blble reading and prayer are not
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religious exercises, but only an influence
toward morality. Can there be any state-
ment more untrue, or more nauseating to
the Bible-reading, praying Christian?

Of course, religious exercises enforced by
the State do have a tendency to become mere
formal rites, without spirit and without
meaning., Is this what we want? The form
without the spirit? Christianity has never
lost a thing by refusing to force itself onto
others. But it has lost a great deal when it
alines itself with the state, and depends
upon the power of the state to carry out the
evangelizing and teaching that should be
carried out under the power of God.

This decision will ruin our schools, many
are saying. On the contrary, perhaps this
will save our public school system. The ef-
forts of strong parochial school interests to
invade the public treasury have become more
frenzied in recent years. Just this year, one
powerful interest after another has endorsed
the unconstitutional principle of state sup-
port for parochial schools. Perhaps this de-
cislon has come just in time. If public
school money cannot be used to promote the
reading of the Bible and prayer as devo-
tional exercises, then surely it cannot be
used for schools that teach the bellefs of a
particular sect. Public support for private
schools would be the best way to insure the
downfall of our strong public school system.

In its opinion, the Supreme Court speaks
of the “wholesome neutrality” which the
Government must observe in its contacts
with groups of religious believers and non-
believers. Surely Baptists can say “amen”
to that.

Let's not fall into the blind and selfish
ways of other groups, who want freedom for
themselves, but not for others; and freedom
only as long as it promotes their particular
interests. Let us carefully teach our chil-
dren the facts of true freedom. There will
be no confusion in their minds about the
supremacy of God, if we will intelligently ex-
plain to them the reasons for this decision,
and if we will live before them positive
Christian lives.

The really sad fact isn't that prayer and
Bible reading have been ruled out as devo-
tional exercises in the school. It is the fact
that in many Christian homes, the Bible is
never opened from week to week, and the
only prayers are hasty petitions mumbled at
the Almighty just before the petitioner drops
off to sleep.

BICENTENNIAL COMMISSION TO
COMMEMORATE THE AMERICAN
REVOLUTION

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Georgia [Mr. WELTNER] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. WELTNER. Mr. Speaker, my col-
league, the gentleman from Virginia
[JoEN O. MagrsH, Jr.], has introduced
House Joint Resolution 463, calling for
the establishment by the Congress of a
Bicentennial Commission to Commem-
orate the American Revolution.

In connection with his resolution, he
has drafted a statement which outlines
with exceptional clarity and insight the
momentous events that shaped and
framed the Revolution, and forged the
concepts and ideals of our great Nation.
I consider Congressman Magrsu’s docu-
ment of such significance that I have
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asked unanimous consent for its inser-
tion in the body of the RECORD.
The statement is as follows:
To FORGE A STRATEGY FOR FREEDOM

The purpose of a Bicentennial Commission
is to observe the American Revolution as
not primarily a historical commemoration
but rather a reexamination of the issues and
idea forces which produced the American
Revolution. In our Western heritage, the
American Revolution was the fire that took
the dross out of much of the 18th century
English social-political institutions and re-
fined many Western ideas. Concord Bridge
did more than start a local conflict; rather,
as Toynbee has said, it began a revolutionary
era. The lamentable thing today is that we
have permitted the Communists to opt the
ideas and ideals of our revolutionary past.

We know that in nearly all of the great
movements that have shaped history, there
is a body of theory including certain ldeal-
istic goals that provides an inspiration and
a framework in which the participants of the
cause operate. In many instances, those in-
volved are never aware of the broad spec-
trum of ideals or ideas which their cause
involves.

Communism, as we know it, is an idea
force, marked by many lofty aspirations and
ideals, which has resulted in intense motiva-
tion and dedication of its disciples even
though much of the theory is false.

examination of Fabian socialism
points to a dedication of an intellectual elite
to such causes as economic justice, greater
opportunities for the poor and achievement
of better working conditions through modern
legislation to improve the lot of the English
workingman.

Too often, I think, in our present approach
to the Sino-Soviet challenge, if we are not
negative, we frequently resort to sterile ob-
jectivity without promulgating some of the
basic concepts of one of the greatest idea
movements man has witnessed.

We need, in my opinion, to inject into
U.S. policy more of the goals and purposes
of the American Revolution which crystal-
lize the issues of some of the best thinking
of a momentous age. Frequently, we say in
our country that we need more “American-
ism” and, although I agree with this, what
I am referring to is somewhat broader than
this term, or even ‘“patriotism,” worthwhile
though it may be. Too often, in some of our
presentations these two concepts are treated
in a “Fourth of July" oratorical sense, which
has its place but which I feel sometimes fails
to go to the substance of what this Republic
is all about.

If anything, I would describe my own
thoughts on this problem more in the sense
of a renaissance of the concepts and ideas
of the American Revolution and the appli-
cation of the same to the problems of a
changing world. As I mentioned, there are
exemptions to the general trend of sterile
objectivity in cold war discussions and there
is sought to be injected a grasp of the values
of our system that really stand in jeopardy.

I feel, however, there is a greater need to
define more sharply a philosophy of freedom
that will give us a positive framework of
ideas wherein this Nation might operate in
an ideological offensive. In short, we must
forge a strategy for freedom.

To me, a great opportunity seems to be
presented beginning in 1963 to focus na-
tional attention on a critical period of
American history occurring 200 years pre-
viously, for 1963 marks the bicentennial
anniversary of the signing of the Treaty of
Paris. This treaty, signed on February 10,
1763, not only ended the Seven Years’ War
but cost France all of her colonial possessions
in North America. Little did Wolfe realize
on the Plains of Abraham that the capture
of Quebec in 1759 would ultimately cost the
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Crown her richest colonial possession in the
New World.

The Treaty of Paris also marks the begin-
ning of the American Revolution. The 12
years from 1763 to 17756 have been described
as the Golden Age of the American Revolu-
tion. These might be called the idea years.

The year 1763 marked the turning point in
Anglo-American relations that grew progres-
sively worse for a number of reasons.

First, England sought to reassert colonial
control that had slipped from its grasp be-
cause of military necessities of the Seven
Years' War.

Becondly, there was a question of economics
and repayment of a huge war debt which had
been incurred by the Crown in defense of the
colonies.

Third, 1768 marked the end of what is
termed the “old colonial period” and ushered
in the “new colonial period” that got off to
an inauspicious start under George III and
Grenville who became Prime Minister in
April of 1763.

Fourth, historians say in 1763 there can be
discerned the emergence of what has been
termed “the American character,” symbolic
of the breed of individual that was to con-
quer the West and endure the hardships and
rigors of what was actually a terrifying wil-
derness. Later this temper or character
would be described as we know it today by
the soubriquet “the ploneer spirit.”

Clearly, the 12-year span from 1763 to 1775
would develop the issues of legality and con-
stitutional rights that became peculiar to the
American Revolution. Many of the great
Englishmen, such as Burke, Pitt, and others,
would find in the colonial cause, prior to
armed confiict, a struggle by Englishmen
living in the Americas to protect the rights
of Englishmen living in the British Isles.
Burke, in the House of Commons in 1775,
attributed to the colonial bar a substantial
role in having produced the American temper
and paid tribute to what the legal profession
did in formulating and defining the issues of
the Revolution. Perhaps of all the hallmarks
that distinguished the American Revolution
none is more prominent than the emphasis
placed on “legality” and the need for civil
authority to accomplish revolutionary ends.
Historians point out that there was never
assoclated with this conflict, bloody as it was,
the terrorism, anarchism, and radicalism
which accompanied the French and Russian
revolutions.

As in our own age, we see the confluence
of revolutionary changes, so the 1760's would
feel the impact of the industrial revolution,
the passing of mercantilism as a national
economic policy and the emergence of the
ideas of human rights and liberty espoused
by Montesquieu, Rousseau, and Voltaire.
Though their own countrymen listened to
them, it took the English to learn from these
great French thinkers and the American Col-
onies to apply the principles they advanced.

Events moved rapidly through the golden
age, and there were no geographical limits in
the American Colonies within which the
revolutionary battle of ideas was fought.
Not only did the Sugar Act of 1764, which
was & I t Mol Act of
1733, cripple the prosperous rum industry
of New England, but it was accompanied by
a strict enforcement of the custom laws
which the American colonist viewed as seri-
ous danger to his personal liberty because
of the manner in which the offenders were
tried. Trial by jury became a thing of tre-
mendous value to the American of that
day. He feared the admiralty court which
tried custom violators, because it required
his being transported to Halifax—there to
stand trial under a system of jurisprudence
which did not recognize the presumption of
innocence but rather condemned men on
the probabllity of guilt.
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The quartering of 10,000 British regulars
in North America pursuant to a policy de-
cision of the Crown to control the western
frontier and the French from
seeking to reestablish lost colonial posses-
slons would plague the royal governors and
representatives of the Crown here and in
England long before hostilities began. The
cost of these troops would lead to a bitter
clash between the royal governors and the
legislature in the Colony of New York result-
ing in dissolution of the general assembly in
1767.

In the hated stamp tax of 1765, the Col-
onies saw an infringement upon the freedom
of the press and the slogan of “taxation
without representation” would also lead to
the famous Virginia Resolves of 17656 and
Patrick Henry's memorable speech: “If this
be treason, then make the most of it.” The
Virginia Resolves swept through the Colonies
and were adopted or cited favorably in nearly
all of the 12 other Colonies.

Aside from being oppressive in the eco-
nomie sense, the Townsend Act, which dealt
with an enumerated list of items of import
that gave Britain favored treatment, really
angered the colonist because of the writs of
assistance which were, in effect, blank search
warrants to ald in the enforcement of the
act. It was the unwise acts of Parliament
that would cause Massachusetts to call for
the convening of a Congress of all of the
Colonles in New York In 1765.

The sixtles would see the boisterous groups
that complained so loud and bitterly about
actions of the Crown. Groups of brash
young men frequently resorted to burning
and other types of violence to frustrate
royal action. In the sixties they were to
be identified as the “Sons of Liberty.”

Events moved rapidly through the latter
part of this fateful decade and in the first
years of the next. The Boston Massacre, the
tax on tea to save the bankrupt West In-
dian Company and the ensuing Boston Tea
Party, would all take place before Concord
Bridge.

Yet accompanying and supporting these
acts of protest and petitions of wrongs and
grievances was the brilliant writing and rea-
son of such men as Jefferson, Franklin,
Washington, Sam Adams, and a host of
others. Dickinson, of Pennsylvania, in his
famous “Farmer John's Letters” would ex-
pose the inequities, fallacies, and injustices
of colonial policy. Such leadership as his
would inspire the committees on corre-
spondence that probably made the American
Revolution the most clearly defined and best
reasoned struggle that was ever fought.

If the Revolution was to be based on rea-
son, it nevertheless was not a struggle be-
tween the “haves” and the “have nots.” Men
of wealth and influence could be found with
the patrlots or equally with the Torles.
Merchantmen, clerics, educators and Iinn-
keepers cast their lots equally on one side
or the other. Some of the poor were just as
loyal to George III as those of slmilar estate
were loyal to the patriots' cause.

The point I am trying to emphasize is
that perhaps through this reexamination of
the American past, we can better appreciate
the values of our Republic and better under-
stand the stakes involved in the present
world struggle. After all, the words, “lib-
erty,” “freedom,” and “justice,” that are
crudely painted on the posters carrled by
those who riot today through southeast Asia,
Latin America and Africa do not have their
origins in the Communist Manifesto but
rather have their inspiration in the Amer-
ican Declaration of Independence. I also
know that in looking back we can see great
lessons in courage of the human spirit; will-
ingness to sacrifice for principle; a sense of
dedication to a great cause, and an inspira-
tion to present Americans which would con-
tribute to national will.
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I have hardly touched on some of the great
events that were to shape not just the des-
tiny of 2% million people who lived in the
Colonies but rather, as Washington would
say, “the destiny of unborn millions.,” The
shot fired at Concord Bridge echoes today.
I submit that before it was to signal the
beginning of an armed conflict, men and
women here and in England clearly under-
stood why that sound would be heard, To-
day we need that same understanding,

DR. JOSEPH E. SMADEL

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Rhode Island [Mr. FoGarRTY]
may extend his remarks at this point
in the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, medical
science has suffered a great loss with the
death of one of its outstanding leaders,
Dr. Joseph E. Smadel, Few of us are able
to contribute to society in such a way as
to benefit all mankind. Yet Joseph
Smadel was such a man.

Because of his work, tens of thousands
of people throughout the world have been
cured of typhoid fever, plague, scrub
typhus, epidemic typhus fever, and
Rocky Mountain spotted fever. He and
his colleagues have prevented the occur-
rence of these diseases in untold num-
bers throughout the world.

His work has in no small measure
paved the way for the transition of medi-
cal science from concern with the acute,
infectious diseases to concern with the
chronic killers such as cancer which,
ironically, was the disease that took his
life on July 21.

Joseph Smadel, born in Vincennes,
Ind., 56 years ago, received his doctor of
medicine degree from the Washington
University Medical School in St. Louis.
Soon after leaving medical school, and
while still a resident physician, he helped
to investigate the first recognized out-
break of a rare form of sleeping sick-
ness—St. Louis encephalitis. Thus be-
gan his lifelong interest in virological
research.

During his 12 years with the Rocke-
feller Institute, Dr. Smadel continued his
research on virus diseases. He was par-
ticularly interested in a family of viruses
known as the rickettsiae.

By 1948 he had demonstrated that the
antibiotie, chloramphenicol, could effec-
tively treat typhoid fever. Before his dis-
covery 12 percent of all those who con-
tracted the disease died. Today, fewer
than 2 percent die.

Joseph Smadel’s selfless dedication to
science is illustrated best by his use of
his own body as a testing ground for dis-
coveries. And there were many dis-
coveries. He made significant confribu-
tions toward the diagnosis, prevention,
and treatment of a long and impressive
list of diseases, working with the viruses
of influenza, Venezuelan equine encepha-
litis, Russian spring-summer encepha-
litis, poliomyelitis, wvaccinia, wvariola,
lymphocytic choriomeningitis, psitta-
cosis, and myxomatosis.
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After serving in the Army during
World War II, Dr. Smadel devoted much
of his efforts to the typhus fevers and
to spotted and Q fevers, demonstrating
that the latter too could be effectively
treated with chloramphenicol.

He traveled throughout the world.
After serving in Europe and North Africa
during World War II, he investigated
epidemic and murine typhus in Mexico,
scrub typhus and typhoid in Malaya,
leptospirosis in Puerto Rico, pneumonic
plague in Madagascar, and epidemic
hemorrhagic fever in Korea.

Just before his death, the laboratory
which he headed at the National Insti-
tutes of Health completed a measles re-
search project in Upper Volta, Africa,
where more than 730,000 West African
children were vaccinated painlessly with
jet injectors. Dr. Smadel had helped
design the needleless inoculator which
can immunize over 300 persons in an
hour.

At the time of his death he was study-
ing the bacterial organisms that cause
cholera. The study was part of the
SEATO Cholera Research program
which he had helped to establish.

Joseph Smadel liked to teach. He held
regular classes at the Army Medical
School while on the medical staff of the
Walter Reed Army Institute of Research
from 1946 to 1956. He taught at a num-
ber of universities and particularly en-
joyed giving preceptor training to young
people who worked with him.

In 1962 he received one of the highest
recognitions given to scientists when he
received the Albert Lasker Clinical Re-
search Award. The citation called spe-
cial attention to the critical importance
of his discoveries to America’s military
and civilian personnel and allies in
southeast Asia.

The citation described him as “one of
the outstanding scientists of this gener-
ation, a {tireless investigator, creative
and critical thinker, and an inspiring
leader.” This accolade only emphasizes
the enormity of the loss that his death
has brought to mankind, medical science,
and to his wife, Elizabeth, to whom I
extend my deepest sympathy.

Words spoken in praise of Joseph
Smadel are a poor tribute to one who
gave so much of himself.

SIXTH MEETING CONSUMER ADVIS-
ORY COUNCIL

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. ROSENTHAL]
may extend his remarks at this point
in the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, next
Monday, August 5, 1963, the Consumer
Advisory Council is scheduled to hold its
sixth meeting. In addition to an orga-
nizational meeting last July, the council
has held five 2-day meetings, The Pres-
ident attended the first meetings and
also one meeting in January. But de-
spite the manifest interest of the Presi-
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dent in its program, the Consumer Advis-
ory Council has displayed excessive
timidity and administrative ineptitude
during its brief history. It should stif-
fen its spine or be abandoned.

This judgment is not made hastily. I
have followed closely the work of the
Consumer Advisory Council and have
patiently awaited indications that it will
fulfill the intent of the consumer plank
in the 1960 platform of the Democratic
Party and the superb speech on con-
sumer protection made in New York by
the President, as a candidate, a few days
before the 1960 election.

Thus far I have been disappointed, and
so have millions of consumers, by the
performance of the Consumer Advisory
Council. Sylvia Porter, the widely re-
spected economic columnist of the New
York Post, has resigned from the council.
She has not been replaced. Dr. Robert
J. Lampman, the official overseer of the
Consumer Advisory Council, has publicly
stated that the council’s activities will
be leisurely and restrained, which per-
haps explains why no progress has been
made in filling the vacancy created by
Miss Porter’s resignation.

Mr. Speaker, I am deeply disturbed
also by the fact that the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers, which incongruously
keeps the Consumer Advisory Council on
a tight checkrein, has adopted a policy
of releasing to the public some, but not
all, of the position statements adopted by
the subordinate advisory body. For ex-
ample, endorsements of the truth-in-
lending bill and the truth-in-packaging
bill were made public, but we were not
permitted to know the position taken by
the Consumer Advisory Council on al-
leged overcharges by 30 electric utilities,
on the public-interest aspect of securities
issued by public utilities, nor on the oper-
ations of the Food and Drug Administra-
tion, an extremely important and sen-
sitive consumer protection agency.

If the work of the Consumer Advisory
Couneil is to be confidential, so be it; al-
though this to me would be a deplorable,
ineffectual policy. But if the recom-
mendations of the council are to be pub-
lic property—as I believe they should
be—then I submit that all the recom-
mendations and reports of these public-
spirited citizens should be released, and
let the chips fall where they may. Why
should honorable and experienced rep-
resentatives of the consumers come down
to Washington to render advice and then
have some of their conscientious recom-
mendations stifled and others trum-
peted? I would not be surprised to hear
of further resignations, if this arbitrary
and capricious policy is continued.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I believe the
weak-kneed attitude of those currently
in charge of the Consumer Advisory
Council, as well as the great and growing
need for better consumer representation
in the structure of the Federal Govern-
ment, both argue forcefully for enact-
ment of my bill, HR. 6865, which would
establish an independent Office of Con-
sumers. It would be extremely interest-
ing to know the opinion that the mem-
bers of the Consumer Advisory Council
hold regarding this particular bill, the
counterpart of which is sponsored in the
other body by Senator EsTEs KEFAUVER,
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as staunch and proved a friend as the
consumer has in the United States today.

I trust that time will be found during
the council’s meeting next week to dis-
cuss this bill and to take a stand on it.
I trust also that the judgment of the
council on this bill, if one is formed, will
be made known to Congress and the pub-
lic so that we may act in the consumer
interest.

RAILWAY LABOR DISPUTES

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from West Virginia [Mr. STAGGERS]
may extend his remarks at this point
in the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, July
29 I introduced House Joint Resolution
579, which is a bill to provide for the
settlement of the labor dispute between
certain railroads and their employees.

I believe it is a fitting substitute for
House Joint Resolution 565. As you re-
call, House Joint Resolution 565 would
have the effect of turning over the issues
in dispute to the Interstate Commerce
Commission for arbitration. Now these
disputes involve the basic work rules of
the men who run the trains, and I do not
agree that the ICC would be the proper
forum for such a subject even if I favored
this type of arbitration, which I do not.

I believe irreparable damage would
result from the passage of House Joint
Resolution 565, and in the end result, the
parties would still be in dispute at the
end of a 2-year period—possibly under
worse circumstances than they are today.

This dispute on the railroads must be
settled and it must be settled by the
parties in collective bargaining. House
Joint Resolution 579 will provide the
setting for such bargaining.

The bill first provides for an indefinite
status quo so that no changes may be
made in existing rates of pay, rules, or
working conditions encompassed by any
of the notices in dispute, nor could the
parties engage in any strike or lockout
over any dispute arising from any of
such notices.

Next, under section 2, the bill puts the
disputing parties back into collective
bargaining, with provision for any assist-
ance necessary by the Secretary of Labor
and the National Mediation Board.

To guarantee that these parties will
actively work to dispose of the dispute
between them, a Special Joint Emer-
gency Railroad Committee consisting of
five Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives to be designated by the
Speaker of the House and five Members
of the Senate to be designated by the
President of the Senate is provided.

At 10-day intervals, the Secretary of
Labor and the National Mediation Board
will report to the Special Joint Emer-
gency Railroad Committee the progress
of the negotiations.

If, at any time, the Special Joint
Emergency Railroad Committee finds
the procedures being followed afford no
prospect of resolution of the disputes
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within a reasonable time, it may report
to Congress together with recommenda-
tion for further action in the Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I support this bill because
I am convinced this dispute can and
should be settled between the parties.

Public interest opposes a nationwide
railroad strike, but to deprive the em-
ployees of a right to strike is unfair. To
balance the scales, the railroads must
refrain from arbitrarily making the
changes they seek. The parties must
settle their differences face to face, as
they have always done in the past, and
I think House Joint Resolution 579 will
provide the way.

A SECTION 213 HOUSING MUTUAL
INSURANCE FUND

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. MuLTER] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I have
joined today with my distinguished col-
leagues, the gentlemen from New York
Mr. HALPERN, Mr. DeLaneEY, Mr. Fino,
Mr. GILBERT, Mr. AppABBO, Mr. ROSEN-
THAL, and Mr. MurpHY, in sponsoring
legislation to amend the National Hous-
ing Act to create a separate mutual in-
surance fund for section 213 cooperative
housing.

The condition of the fund warrants the
putting of the fund on a mutual basis
and I hope that the Housing Subcom-
mittee will take action on the measure
in the near future.

The result of the separate mutual fund
will be to reduce insurance premium
costs, something that we have long ad-
vocated. We have long looked for a so-
lution to the problem of premium reduc-
tion and this bill will, I believe, provide
the means to that end.

TO AUTHORIZE THE MAILING OF
LOTTERY TICKETS

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. MULTER] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I have
introduced H.R. 7856, which would au-
thorize the transmission through the
mails of lottery tickets and other ma-
terial relating to a lottery operated by
a State or political subdivision thereof.

I have introduced this bill because I
believe that the Federal law prohibiting
the transmission through the mails of
lottery information should be amended
so as fo exclude State and local govern-
ments.

I am very much in favor of the recent
action of the New Hampshire State Leg-
islature in establishing a State lottery
for the purposes of raising revenue to
provide that State with more and better
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schools and hospitals and public debt
amortization.

Governor King and the people of New
Hampshire are to be congratulated for
adopting a sensible solution to some of
the fiscal problems facing all of our
State and local governments.

As an example of the kind of proposal
which would be possible if my bill were
adopted, I would cite the resolution put
before the New York City Council by
Councilman Morris Stein which would
provide for the sale of non-interest-
bearing bonds by the city of New York
with a substantial prize if the pur-
chaser’s bond number is picked in a
lottery. If the New York State law was
amended to permit this, the lifting of the
Federal prohibition would aid greatly in
the sale of such bonds.

A FAIR, IMPARTIAL, AND CON-
TROLLED TEST FOR EKREBIOZEN

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. MULTER] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I have
introduced House Joint Resolution 598,
which would authorize and direct the
National Institutes of Health to under-
take a fair, impartial, and controlled test
of Krebiozen and would direct the Food
and Drug Administration to withhold
action on any new drug application
before it on Erebiozen until the comple-
tion of such a test. The resolution
would further authorize the appropria-
tion of $250,000 to conduct the test.

The arguments and discussions over
Krebiozen have been going on now for
many years; I believe it is now time to
end the controversy by having the Na-
tional Cancer Institute conduct the nec-
essary tests immediately and without
further delay so that we may determine
whether Krebiozen serves any useful
purpose in the treatment of cancer. It
seems unnecessary to mention the pain
and suffering caused by cancer and the
number of people who lose their lives
each year because of this dread disease.
All of us are familiar with it; all of us
know from personal experience, either
through family or friends, the fearful
toll taken by cancer.

I strongly urge that this resolution
be given immediate consideration by the
Congress so that those now using
Krebiozen may continue to use it until
the completion of the National Cancer
Institute’s tests. If there is the slightest
chance that Krebiozen is helping those
now using it, we must not allow the Food
and Drug Administration to keep the
drug from them.

KORTH'S BANK HAD SMALLEST
PART OF GENERAL DYNAMICS
LOAN
The SPEAKER. Under previous or-

der of the House, the gentleman from

Texas [Mr. WriceET] is recognized for

10 minutes.
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Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAEER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, in or-
der that the matter earlier discussed
concerning Secretary of the Navy Fred
Korth may be seen in its proper perspec-
tive, I am including here a newspaper
article which appeared in the Fort
Worth Press on Wednesday, July 31:

CONTINENTAL GOT SMALLEST PART OF GENERAL
DynamMics LoaN BEForE KEorTH ToOK OFFICE
(By Delbert Willis)

If Navy Becretary Fred Eorth used his
political influence to get loans for his bank,
he was a piker.

If Republican Senators are truthful in say-
ing he had a “conflict of Interest” in the
TFX plane contract, then Mr. Eorth prob-
ably will go down as the most ineffective In-
fluence peddler in history.

General Dynamics Corp., parent company
of General Dynamics/Fort Worth, negotiated
with Chase Manhattan Bank of New York
in 1961 to borrow up to $200 million.

Chase Manhattan spread the $200 million
credit among 20 banks from the Atlantic
coast to the Pacific coast, including some
in the Midwest, one in Dallas and three In
Fort Worth. One of those three Fort Worth
banks was the Continental National, of which
Mr. Eorth was president before he resigned
in 1962 to become Secretary of the Navy.
But Continental finished in last place in
money volume among the 20 banks who gave
credit to General Dynamics. Total amount
of the Continental credit, according to local
bankers, was two-tenths of 1 percent.

Continental advanced less than half as
much as did the next lowest bank down the
list—19th from the top. Both the Fort
Worth and the First National in Fort Worth
loaned considerably more than did Conti-
nental. So did a Dallas bank.

Monday Mr. Eorth was attacked on the
floor of the Senate by Senator MILWARD
Brveson, Republican of Wyoming, who said
that the former Fort Worth banker and law-
yer was involved in *“political interest and
favoritism” in the TFX contract.

He said that Eorth's testimony before the
Senate investigators last week was “shock-
ing almost beyond belief.”

The Wyoming Senator's blast was the
third Republican, antiadministration blast
at Korth leveled on the floor of Congress
within the past 6 days.

The record of the General Dynamics loans
or “credit agreements" is clearly polnted
out in all of the corporation’s annual re=

As explained in the 1961 report, the agree-
ment provided for borrowing a maximum of
$200 million. But this total was mnever
reached. The total of the short-term notes
amounted to $169,171,264 at the end of
1961, but was reduced to $90,044,119 by the
end of last year.

The last 6-month report revealed that all
of the short-term loans were completely pald
off as of July 1, 1963.

The agreement with Chase Manhattan
Bank was made in the second half of 1961.
At that time Mr. Korth was president of
Continental and John Connally was Secre-
tary of the Navy. The agreement between
Chase and the 20 banks was made long be-
fore Mr. Eorth became Secretary of the Navy
on January 3, 1962,

Senator KarnL MUNDT, in a transcript of tes-
timony before the Senate investigating com-
mittee, made quite a point that Mr. Eorth
was president of the bank at the time the
loan was made,
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“Senator Munpr. Were you the officer of
any business Institution which at the time
you were officer of the institution did busi-
ness with elther Boeing or General Dynamiecs?

“Secretary KorTH. I have so testified. I
was president of the Continental National
Bank of Fort Worth. I previously in re-
sponse to the third question before this last
one testified that I had owned and do own
stock In the Confinental Natlonal Bank
which did business on a very small scale
with the General Dynamics Corp.

“Senator MunpT. Did business with Gen-
eral Dynamics at the time you were a stock-
holder, having no control over who does busi-
ness with General Dynamics, or Boelng, or
anybody else, or did they do business at the
time you were, did you say president or vice
president? [sle]

“Secretary EorTH. I was president of the
bank at the same time I was a stockholder
in the bank. At the time I was president,
the bank did business with General Dy-
namics on a modest scale.

“Senator Muwpr. While you were presi-
dent?

“Secretary KorTH. Yes,
stated three times now.

“Senator MuwnpT. All right. Will you de-
fine what a modest scale is, because I don't
know. Did they have a checking account
with the bank?

“Secretary EorrH: Yes, sir; they had a
checking account with the bank. The pre-
cise figure I am not aware. And I don't
really know whether I should properly so
testify here as to the amount of money.”

Mr. Eorth later testified under persistent
questioning by Senator MuwpT, that the loan
limit at the bank was $600,000.

The questioning then went off the record
as Mr. Eorth insisted that the amount of
any loan was confidential between banker
and client, just as information between a
doctor and a patient, a lawyer and his client.
But in the off-the-record discussion he did
try to give the committee members some
idea of the size of the loan.

Local bankers say Continental advanced
credit up to $400,000, but this amount was
never completely drawn. The next largest
bank dolng business with General Dynamics
allowed credit almost up to $1 million,

When General Dynamics Corp. made the
credit agreement with Chase Bank, it was for
all of the General Dynamics subsidiaries, not
Just General Dynamics, Fort Worth. This
includes Electric Boat Division, Electro Dy-
namic Division, General Atomic Division,
General Dynamics/Astronautlics, General Dy=-
namics/Convalr, General Dynamies/Fort
Worth, General Dynamics/Pomona, Liquid
Carbonic Division, Material Service Division,
Stromberg-Carlson Division and Canadalr,
Ltd., Montreal, Canada. That was why it
was such a big loan.

Continental still has a checking account
with General Dynamics/Fort Worth, but it is
much smaller than the accounts with Fort
Worth National and First National,

sir. I have so

KREBIOZEN

The SPEAKER. Under previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. FARBSTEIN] is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to address the House on the
subject of Krebiozen.

The legal entanglements relating to the
testing and continued use of Krebiozen
should not obscure the fact that hun-
dreds of people believe they owe their
lives to this drug. Nonetheless, numer-
ous people who rely on Krebiozen are be-
ginning to find it unavailable. This is
s0 because, since July 15, compliance
with the Kefauver-Harris drug amend-
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ments has prevented its movement in in-
terstate commerce. Under present laws,
Krebiozen cannot be shipped in inter-
state commerce until plans are filed
with the Food and Drug Administration,
or until lengthy tests have been com-
pleted.

Thus the problem facing us today is
twofold. First, we must seek to assure
those who depend on Krebiozen that
they will continue to receive it. Second,
we must end the scientific hassle con-
cerning Krebiozen's curative powers by
providing that it be conclusively and
safely tested.

I am today introducing a resolution to
promote the achievement of these ends.
This resolution is in accord with my pre-
vious activities, for, as early as May 23
of this year, I called upon the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare to en-
sure the drug’s continued availability to
those now receiving it.

What I am asking is not that special
treatment be given to Krebiozen by the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, nor that the Kefauver-Harris
drug amendments be set aside. Rather,
I am urging the Congress to pass legis-
lation to provide funds for an effective
test. Also, I ask Dr. Durovie to file plans
with the Food and Drug Administration
so that the distribution of Krebiozen in
interstate commerce can be resumed.
Finally, I express the hope that the or-
ganizations and individuals involved in
this controversy will settle their personal
differences and act in the best interests
of medical advancement.

The urgency of the problem requires
that Congress take immediate steps for
its alleviation. We must not remain deaf
to the cries of those who feel that the
unavailability of Erebiozen poses an
ever-increasing threat to their exist-
ence,

COOPERATIVE ACTION FOR COOP-
ERATIVES

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Harrernl is recognized for
15 minutes.

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, today
I am privileged to join with the able
gentleman from Brooklyn [Mr. MULTER]
and a group of our distinguished eol-
leagues in introducing legislation to set
up a mutual insurance fund for section
213 housing cooperatives.

The other Members who have teamed
up for this collective sponsorship include
the highly respected dean of the Queens
County delegation [Mr. DeLaney] and
our outstanding Representatives [Mr.
Appaseo and Mr. RosenTHAL]. The other
sponsors are two of the able Members
from the Bronx [Mr. Fino and Mr. GIiL-
BERT], and Staten Island’s fine Repre-
sentative [Mr. MUrRPHY].

This legislation, Mr, Speaker, is de-
signed to reduce the mortgage insurance
costs for the residents of 213 cooperative
housing.

There should be little argument
against the merits of the objective this
legislation seeks. The superb insurance
record enjoyed by this type of Govern-
ment-insured housing certainly justifies
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any benefits that may be realized from
the application of the mutual insurance
principle.

It is significant that the sponsors of
this legislation are from New York City.
Greater New York leads the Nation in
213’s, and the success of the program
there exemplifies what can be done
throughout the country to provide rea-
sonable, comfortable, and desirable
middle income housing. The owner-
occupants of 213 units represent the
finest examples of American community
life. They take much pride in their
ownership and in the collective interest
they take in their communities.

Cooperative housing is not just a high
sounding ideal as it was not too many
years ago—a dream of model living that
applied to Sweden or other nations of
the world—it is now an accepted and
important segment of the housing scene
in America. And if ever any program
epitomized democracy in action, it is 213
housing. More and more its significance
is being realized in relationship to the
general welfare of our nation. If pro-
vides the most feasible answers fo the
serious and growing problems confront-
ing urban centers. Ifis the only housing
program that offers real protection to
middle income families. There is no
question that section 213 has proven
successful—more so, I feel, than any
other section of the Housing Act. Litile
did the fathers of the concept of coopera-
tive living in America ever dream of the
success it would enjoy. And to think
that the program is only 13 years old.
Young, yes, but old enough to have a full
evaluation given to its experience.

‘We cannot emphasize enough the con-
tribution made by housing cooperatives
and we urge officialdom on all levels to
recognize the principle that the program
should be enhanced and encouraged in-
stead of being taken for granted, or ne-
glected; moreover, that it should be kept
current and up to date according to the
changing realities of everyday situations.

With this in mind, there are certain
conclusions based on the housings co-ops’
13-year history that are excellent and
must be recognized. Outstanding among
them is the superb mortgage insurance
record enjoyed by the housing coopera-
tives. They have paid over $17 million
into the housing fund and have had vir-
tually no losses. Yet, the housing coop-
erators still pay one-half of 1 percent
in mortgage insurance premiums—the
same as 13 years ago. Ordinarily, good
insurance experience brings direct re-
ductions in premiums—or, under mutual
programs, dividends are prorated on ex-
perience. Housing cooperatives have re-
ceived neither. Co-ops have proven their
superb, unmatched experience and any
denial of a reduction in rates is inequi-
table to say the least. They have earned
it and they are entitled to it.

That is why I am so greatly disap-
pointed that the congressional authoriza-
tion to the FHA to reduce insurance
premiums from one-half to one-fourth
of 1 percent has not been implemented.
I feel the intent of Congress has obvi-
ously been ignored here. I am sure that
is the motivation of the bill introduced
earlier in the session by the hardwork-
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ing gentleman from Brooklyn [Mr.
MurTer] who has been relentless in the
effort to win reduction in carrying costs
for 213 cooperators. As one who has
long advocated such a reduction and who
has sponsored the present authority given
to the FHA Commissioner to reduce the
premiums to one-fourth of 1 percent, I
enthusiastically joined the gentleman in
sponsoring legislation calling for the
mandatory approach. This effort was
buttressed by our colleague, Mr. RosEn-~
THAL, Who introduced an identical
measure,

But the mandatory reduction of insur-
ance rates by statute meets considerable
administrative and legislative resistance.
The administration contends that actu-
arially rate reduction cannot be justified.
More time, it says, is needed to prove its
soundness under actuarial formulas.
Further, it maintains that co-ops are a
part of the overall housing fund and that
a reduction for 213’s could jeopardize the
fund itself. It also states that manda-
tory rate reduction is contrary to basic

principles—that rates must be
discretionary, based on experience and
the relationship of that experience to the
reserves. What is more, it is argued that
the Administrator has the power given
under last year’s law to which I referred,
to reduce the premium to one-fourth of
1 percent.

When warranted, we must resist these
arguments, insisting that the proven ex-
perience most certainly does justify a
reduction; that as long as the co-op
insurance is incorporated within the
Housing Fund, it is victimized by the tre-
mendously greater loss ratio of other
FHA-insured sections, thereby diminish-
ing hopes for a voluntary reduction.
That is why mandatory legislation was
offered.

This fight for MIP reduction must go
on and we should leave no stone un-
turned to achieve it. Meanwhile, we
must not lose sight of another means
to accomplish a reduction in costs—in-
surance mutuality.

Following the basic insurance princi-
ple that rates are based on experience,
this approach should result in decided
reductions. Under the proposal two sep-
arate mutual funds would be estab-
lished—the cooperative management in-
surance fund and a cooperative sales
insurance fund. Under the mutuality
program, the sales fund and the man-
agement fund would each have two sep-
arate accounts. The two accounts for
each fund would be handled in the same
manner as the section 203 mutual ac-
count that sets the precedent for this
type of separation.

There is interesting legislative back-
ground for this legislation about which
I would like to remind the House. In
1959 an amendment I proposed was ap-
proved by committee and included in the
Housing Act. But, unfortunately the
act itself was vetoed by the President.
It was contained in the 1960 act which,
regretfully, died in the Rules Commit-
tee. Also, it is with much regret the
principle was not accepted in the hous-
ing bill enacted in the 87th Congress.
Although there appeared to be general
agreement that the prineiple is reason-
able and sound, technical and other
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considerations to properly expedite its
implementation came up, and it was
recommended that a little more time was
needed before it could be accomplished.
What’'s more it was pointed out that the
213 program was making strong ad-
vances in the 87th Congress through
the approval of two amendments, one
to reduce the premiums of one-fourth
percent, and the other to provide means
for supplemental financing for capital
repairs and improvements.

Now here we are in the thick of the
88th Congress, and despite the optimism
generated by the authorization to re-
duce the insurance premiums, the rate
still remains the same as it was 13 years
ago.

The time has come for action. And
while the issue of reducing the rate by
statute, or implementing existing au-
thority to do so, is being debated, there
is no sound reason why a separate mu-
tual fund could not be established. It is
conceivable that under mutuality the re-
duction in premiums will even be greater
than hoped for. This may seem optimis-
tic but I have every reason to believe
that the unequalled successful experi-
ence of 213’s will be maintained. And
as time goes on, with a longer base of
actuarial history, the benefits will in-
crease even more. I can see no incon-
sistency with this approach and with ad-
vocating reduction to one-fourth of 1
percent. Both could be effectuated. As
a matter of fact, if the MIP were lowered,
and a mutual fund were in effect and the
experience still warranted further reduc-
tion through refunds, then there would
be no reason why this could not be done.

Mr. Speaker, I sincerely urge that this
legislation be given early committee and
floor approval. I wish to commend the
cosponsors of the measure for their co-
operative effort toward the realization of
this equitable and reasonable goal. In
particular, I wish to compliment the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Brooklyn
[Mr. MurTer], for his outstanding dedi-
cation and relentless efforts in behalf of
housing cooperators. It is a privilege in-
deed, to be at his side and to work with
our colleagues in this concerted effort. I
want, also, to commend the Federation
of 213 Cooperatives, its president, Irving
Sherman, and its officers, for providing
outstanding and alert leadership for
their cause. They are not only carrying
on a determined fight to better condi-
tions for the present occupants of 213’s
but they are making conditions more
conducive for the advancement of this
program, thereby helping to meet Amer-
ica’s ever-growing problem of middle
class housing. The federation has shown
that co-ops can give leadership to them-
selves. They refleect a commendable
fichting spirit, a civic consciousness
which is too often lacking in this country
of ours today.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to Mr. BrarNix (at
the request of Mr. KartH), for today,
August 1, 1963, on account of official
business.
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SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consenf, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. Foreman, for 2 hours, on Tues-
day, August 6, 1963.

Mr. Rivers of South Carolina, for 2
hours, on Wednesday, August 7.

Mr. WaccoNNER, for 60 minutes, on
Wednesday, August 7.

Mr. Rooseverr, for 30 minutes, on
Monday, August 5.

Mr. WricgHT, for 10 minutes, today, to
revise and extend his remarks and in-
clude a newspaper article.

Mr. HarperN (at the request of Mr.
Suriver), for 15 minutes, today, and
to revise and extend his remarks.

Mr. FarssTEIN (at the request of Mr.
WacconnNER), for 10 munutes, today, to
revise and extend his remarks and to
include extraneous matter.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks,
was granted to:

Mr. PELLY, the remarks he will make in
the Committee today on H.R. 7500 and
to include extraneous matter.

Mr. RousH to revise and extend his
remarks on the Roudebush amendment
to H.R. 7500 and to include letters from
Dr, Stahr, president of Indiana Univer-
sity, and Dr. Hovde, president of Purdue
University.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. SHRIVER) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. ALGER.

Mr. WESTLAND.

Mr. SAYLOR.

Mr. COLLIER.

Mr. HOSMER,

(The following Members (at the re-
qguest of Mr. WaccoNNER) , and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. FASCELL.

Mr. TromPsoN of Louisiana.

Mr. ToLL.

Mr. O'Hara of Michigan.

Mr. SHELLEY.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R.5207. An act to amend the Foreign
Service Buildings Act, 1926, to authorize

additional appropriations, and for other
purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 46 minutes p.m.),
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Monday, August 5, 1963,
at 12 o’clock noon.
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker's table and referred as follows:

1087. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a draft of a proposed
bill entitled “A bill to amend title 10, United
Btates Code, to establish a nutritionally ade-
quate, well-balanced, and uniform ration for
the Armed Forces, and to authorize the Sec-
retaries of the military departments and the
Secretary of the Treasury to regulate the is-
suance and sale of the ration and to pre-
scribe special rations, and for other pur-
poses”; to the Committee on Armed Services.

1088. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a
report on the unnecessary planned procure-
ment of 36,000-British-thermal-unit air con-
ditioners by the Department of the Army;
to the Committee on Government Opera-
tions.

1089. A letter from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, U.S.
Department of Justice, transmitting copies
of the orders entered in the cases of certain
allens who have been found admissible to
the United States, pursuant to the
tion and Nationality Act; to the Oommittee
on the Judiclary.

1090. A letter from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, U.S.
Department of Justice, transmitting copies
of orders entered in cases In which certain
authority was exercised in behalf of such
aliens, pursuant to the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

1091. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a
report on additional costs resulting from
procurement of test equipment as special
tooling under cost-plus-a-fixed-fee contracts
awarded to Lockheed Aircraft Corp., Mis-
sile and Space Division, Sunnyvale, Calif., by
the Departments of the Air Force and Navy;
to the Committee on Government Operations.

1092, A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port on overprocurement by the Department
of the Navy of spare guidance components
for the shipboard repair of Improved Tartar
missiles; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr, WATSON: Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service. H.R. 6396. A bill to per-
mit certain Government employees to elect
to receive compensation in accordance with
section 401 of the Federal Employees Pay
Act of 1945 in lieu of certain compensation
at a saved rate, and for other purposes; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 624). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. MURRAY: Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service. Interim report on use of
electronic data equipment; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 627). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. JONES of Alabama: Committee on
Public Works. 8, 874. An act to authorize
the construction and equipping of buildings
required in connection with the operations
of the Bureau of the Mint; with amendment
(Rept. No. 628). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union:

Mr. JONES of Alabama: Committee on
Public Works. 8. 16562. An act to amend the
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National Cultural Center Act to extend the
termination date contained therein, and to
enlarge the Board of Trustees; without
amendment (Rept. No. 629). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. BONNER: Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisherles. H.R. 1157. A bill to
exclude cargo which is lumber from certain
tariff iling requirements under the Shipping
Act, 1916; with amendment (Rept. No. 630).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. WILLIS: Committee on Un-American
Activities, Report pursuant to House Reso-
lution 5, 88th Congress, pertaining to the
Communist Party in southern California;
without amendment (Rept. No. 631). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. ELLIOTT: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 469. Resolution providing for the
consideration of H.R. 4955, a bill to strength-
en and Improve the guality of vocational
educatlon and to expand the vocational edu-
cation opportunities in the Nation; without
amendment (Rept. No. 632). Referred to
the House Calendar.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. POFF: Commlittee on the Judiciary.
HR., 2028. A bill for the rellief of Marika N.
Vatakls; with amendment (Rept. No. 625).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judici~
ary. HR.6097. A bill for the rellef of Dr.
Pedro B. Montemayor, Jr.; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 626). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII public bills
and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia:

H.R. 7872. A bill to amend the Civil Serv-
ice Retirement Act to increase from 2 to 214
percent the retirement multiplication factor
used in computing annuities of certain em-
ployees engaged in hazardous duties; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania:

H.R. T873. A bill to adjust the rates of basic
compensation of certain officers and employ-
ees in the Federal Government, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mrs. GREEN of Oregon:

H.R. 7874. A bill to provide for the appoint-
ment in the competitive civil service by the
Postmaster General of postmasters at first-,
second-, and third-class post offices, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. DUNCAN:

H.R. 7875. A bill to provide for the appoint-
ment in the competitive civil service by the
Postmaster General of postmasters at first-,
second-, and third-class post offices, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. ULLMAN:

H.E.7876. A Dbill to provide for the appoint-
ment in the competitive civil service by the
Postmaster General of postmasters at first-,
second-, and third-class post offices, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Clvil Service.

By Mr. LINDSAY:

H.R.T877. A bill to establish a National

Wilderness Preservation System for the per-
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manent good of the whole people, and for
other p ; to the Committee on Inte-
rior and Insular Affairs,

By Mr. PATMAN (by request) :

H.R.T878. A bill to amend section 24 of
the Federal Reserve Act (12 U.S.C. 3T1) relat-
ing to certaln Iimitations on real estate loans
by national banks; to the Committee on
‘Banklng and Currency.

By Mr. ROSENTHAL:

H.R. 7879. A bill to establish a Department
of Consumers in order to secure within the
Federal Government effective representation
of the economic Interests of consumers; to
coordinate the adminlstration of consumer
services by transferring to such Department
certaln functions of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, the Depart-
ment of Labor, and other agencles; and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

By Mr. TUPPER:

H.R. 7880. A bill to establish in the Execu-
tive Office of the President an Office of Com-
munity Development; to the Committee on
Government Operatlons,

By Mr. DULSKEI:

H.R.7881. A bill to adjust the rates of
basic compensation of certaln officers and
employees in the Federal Government, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. GARMATZ:

HR.7882. A bill to amend the act of
March 3, 1901, with respect to exemptions
from attachment and certain other process
in the case of persons not reslding in the
District of Columbia; to the Committee on
the District of Columbia;

By Mr. GONZALEZ:

H.R.7883. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act to permit the
naturalization as citlzens of the United
States of persons over 50 years of age who
have been living In the United States for
periods totaling at least 20 years; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.7884. A bill to provide for appolnt-
ment of temporary employees to career posi-
tions in postal fleld service; to the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Cilvll Service,

By Mr, MORGAN:

HR.7885. A bill to amend further the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. ECHADEBERG:

HR.7886. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1964 to allow a taxpayer a
credit against income tax or a deduction
from gross income for certain expenses of
higher education; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. BROWN of California:

H.R.7887. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to provide that an In-
dividual’s entitlement to child’s Insurance
benefits shall continue, after he attains age
18, for so long as he is regularly attending
high school or college; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM:

H.R.7888. A bill to amend the joint reso-
lution of June 15, 1934, to enlarge the
functions of the U.S. Territorial Expansion
Memorial Commission to provide for the en-
couragement of public appreclation of the
inspiring heritage given to our country by
the explorers and developers of the American
West; to the Committee on House
Administration,

By Mr. FRASER:

H.R.T7889. A bill to prohibit the use of
measuring or timing devices to measure the
work of an individual employee in the postal
service; to the Committee on Post Office and
Clvil Service.

By Mr. HALEY:

HR.7890. A bill making Columbus Day a
legal holiday; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
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By Mr. STAGGERS:

HR.7891. A bill to establish a uniform
system of time standards and measurement
for the United States and to require the
observance of such time standards for all
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. MULTER:

H.R.7892. A bill to amend section 213 of
the National Houslng Act to place the Fed-
eral Housing Administration cooperative
housing mortgage Insurance program on a
mutual basis; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

By Mr, HALPERN:

HR.T803. A bill to amend section 213 of
the National Housing Act to place the Fed-
eral Housing Administration cooperative
housing mortgage insurance program on a
mutual basis; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

By Mr. DELANEY:

H.R.7894, A bill to amend section 213 of
the National Housing Act to place the Fed-
eral Housing Administration cooperative
housing mortgage Insurance program on a
mutual basis; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

By Mr. FINO:

H.R.7895. A bill to amend section 213 of
the National Housing Act to place the Fed-
eral Housing Administration ecooperative
housing mortgage insurance program on &
mutual basis; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

By Mr. ADDABBO:

H.R.7896. A bill to amend section 213 of
the Natlonal Housing Act to place the Fed-
eral Housing Administration cooperative
housing mortgage insurance program on &
mutual basis; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

By Mr. ROSENTHAL:

H.R.7897. A bill to amend section 213 of
the National Housing Act to place the Fed-
eral Housing Administration cooperative
housing mortgage insurance program on a
mutual basls; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

By Mr. MURPHY of New York:

H.R.7898. A bill to amend section 213 of
the National Housing Act to place the Fed-
eral Housing Administration cooperative
housing mortgage insurance pr on a
mutual basis; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

By Mr. GILBERT:

‘HR.7809. A bill to amend section 213 of
the National Housing Act to place the Fed-
eral Housing Administration cooperative
housing mortgage insurance program on &
mutual basis; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

Ry Mr. BONNER:

H.R. 7900. A bill to provide for the amor-
tization of fixed assets of the Panama Canal
Company that are classified as nondepreci-
able; to the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries.

By Mr. ADDABBO:

H.R,T7901. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, GILBERT:

H.R. 7902. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HOLIFIELD:

H.ER. 7903. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MURPHY of Illinois:

H.R.7904. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. ROOSEVELT:

H.R.T905. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey:

H.R.T906. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. UDALL:

H.R.T7907. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. VANIK:

H.R.T7908. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HEBERT:

H.R.7909. A bill to amend section 2306(f)
of title 10, United States Code, relating to
the adjustment of certain contract prices;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. OLSEN of Montana:

HR. 7910. A bill to amend the Classifica-
tion Act of 1949 to restore the granting of
step increases on the basis of performance
ratings of satisfactory in lieu of the standard
of acceptable level of competence, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. WHARTON:

HR. 7911. A bill to amend the Rural Elec-
trification Act of 1936, as amended, to make
more specific the purpose for which loans
may be made under sections 2 and 4 of such
act, and to modify the provisions relating to
interest rates on loans made under such act;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. WILLIS:

HR.7912. A bill to amend in order to clari-
iy the provisions of law authorizing the
commitment of a defendant to the custody
of the Attorney General for a study after
conviction; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.
By Mr. CLARK:

H.J. Res. 606. Joint resolution authorizing
and directing the National Institutes of
Health to undertake a fair, impartial, and
controlled test of Krebiozen; and directing
the Food and Drug Administration to with-
hold action on any new drug application be-
fore it on Krebiozen until the completion of
such test; and authorizing to be appropri-
ated to the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare the sum of $250,000; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce,

By Mr. FARBSTEIN:

H.J. Res. 606. Joint resolution authorizing
and directing the National Institutes of
Health to undertake a falr, impartial, and
controlled test of Krebliozen; and directing
the Food and Drug Administration to with-
hold action on any new drug application
before it on Krebiozen until the completion
of such test; and authorizing to be appropri-
ated to the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare the sum of £250,000; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce,

By Mr. FOGARTY:

H.J. Res. 607. Joint resolution authorizing
and directing the appointment of a commit-
tee to develop plans to assure impartial and
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efficient job placement service for all who
seek employment and for all employers, as &
public service; to the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor.

By Mrs. HANSEN:

H.J. Res. 608. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to equal rights for
men and women; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. LINDSAY:

H.J. Res. 609. Joint resolution authorizing
the continued shipment of the drug
Krebiozen in interstate commerce in order to
insure the continued availability of such drug
for the treatment of patients now being
treated with such drug and for terminal
cancer patients; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. ROSENTHAL:

H.J. Res. 610. Joint resolution providing
for appropriate Federal recognition of the
Bowne House, Flushing, N.¥.; to the Com-
mittee on Interfor and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. BLATNIK:

H.J. Res. 611, Joint resolution to provide
for the settlement of the labor dispute be-
tween certain carriers by railroad and certain
of their employees; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. EARTH:

H.J. Res, 612. Joint resolution to provide
for the settlement of the labor dispute be-
tween certain carriers by rallroad and certain
of their employees; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. OLSON of Minnesota:

H.J. Res. 613. Joint resolution to provide
for the settlement of the labor dispute be-
tween certain carriers by railroad and certain
of their employees; to the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. FRASER:

H.J. Res. 614. Joint resolution to provide
for the settlement of the labor dispute be-
tween certain carriers by railroad and certain
of their employees; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. HEALEY:

H.J. Res. 615. Joint resolution authorizing
and directing the National Institutes of
Health to undertake a fair, Impartial, and
controlled test of Krebiozen; and directing
the Food and Drug Administration to with-
hold action on any new drug application
before it on Krebiozen until the completion
of such test; and authorizing to be appro-
priated to the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare the sum of $250,000; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. STAGGERS:

H.J. Res. 616. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to equal rights for men
and women; to the Committee on the Judici-

ary.

H.J.Res. 617. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States permitting nonsectariam pray-
er in public schools or other public places

August 1

it participation therein is not ecompulsory;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. ROGERS of Colorado:

H.J. Res. 618. Joint resolution authorizing
the continued shipment of the drug Erebio-
zen in interstate commerce in order to in-
sure the continued availability of such drug
for the treatment of patients now being
treated with such drug and for terminal
cancer patients; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. WHALLEY:

H.J. Res, 619. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States pertaining to the offering of
prayers in public schools and other public
places in the United States; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, SICELES:

H.J. Res, 620. Joint resolution to provide
for the settlement of the labor dispute be-
tween certain carriers by railroad and cer-
tain of their employees; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. STAGGERS:

H. Res. 468. Resolution establishing a Spe-
cial Committee on the Captive Nations; to
the Committee on Rules.

By Mr, RUMSFELD:

H. Res. 470. Resolution creating a Select
Committee on National Space Policy; to the
Committee on Rules.

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas:

H.Res. 471. Resolution to create a select
committee to investigate expenditures for
research programs conducted by or spon-
sored by the departments and agencles of the
Federal Government; to the Committee on
Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ADDABBO:

H.R. 7913, A bill for the relief of Mirianna
Varsic Zanottl and her minor child, Bruno
Luigi Zanotti; to the Committee on the Ju-

Visweswara L. Madhysatha; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. MOSS:

HR.T915. A bill for the relief of Jose
Banchez Zarco; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. O'NEILL:

H.R.T916. A bill for the relief of Dorai-
swamy Varadachar; to the Committee on the
Judi

By Mr. PIEE:

H.R.7917. A bill for the relief of Eazuko
Nishioka Dowd; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. TOLLEFSON:

HR.T918, A bill for the relief of Kyoko
Kobori Brigham; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

The Day They Shook the Plum Tree

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. HERMAN TOLL
OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, August 1, 1963
Mr. TOLL. Mr. Speaker, I call atten-

tion of the House to a current bestseller.
It is “The Day They Shook the Plum

Tree,”” the story of Hetty Green, the
“witch of Wall Street,” written by Arthur
H. Lewis, who resides in my district in
Philadelphia.

Mr. Lewis, a former newspaperman,
deserves commendation for his diligence
and research in the life and times of
Hetty Green, who amassed a fortune, es-
timated at $300 million, with a complete
disregard for her fellow citizens.

She lived in squalor, deprived her son
and daughter of a proper home life, and
left not 1 cent to charity. Her fortune

ultimately was squandered by her son in
aimless and riotous living, and finally
disposed of in a senseless fashion by the
daughter.

It is of interest to note that only a few
hours after Mrs. Green's death in 1916,
William Jennings Bryan, then a Con-
gressman, noting that she had lived in a
cheap boardinghouse and contributed
only a few hundred dollars a year to the
national economy, stated:

This woman, under our indirect method of
taxation, did not pay as much toward the
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